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ABSTRACT
Agnew (1992) argued that interpersonal strain predisposes the individual toward 
corrective action, which may include involvement in delinquency/crime or drug use. He 
also states that it may be the case that different types of strain are relevant to different 
subgroups in this process (Agnew, 1992). This research examined this supposition where 
subgroups were deGned by race. The results of this study are consistent with the view 
oGered by strain theory (Agnew, 1992). General Strain Theory predicts that interpersonal 
strain will affect individual adaptations to the social environment (Agnew, 1992). The 
adaptation chosen is said to be conditioned by such variables as personal resources and 
emotional response. The current research examined these predictions when the data were 
disaggregated by race, and the Endings tend to support the theory across groups. 
Interestingly, there were signiGcant differences between groups on selected theoreGcal 
variables indicating that different types of strain and the role of the personal resources 
signiGcanGy difter in their associaGon with negaGve aftecGve states, delinquency/crime, 
and drug use for the groups.
Chapter One
The Empirical Status of General Strain Theory:
Racial Differences in Response to Strain
Introduction: Statement of the Problem
The aim of the present research is to investigate racial differences in response to
strain consistent wiA the theoretical and empirical implications drawn from Robert
Agnew's General Strain Theory (1992). This work is an important contribution to the
hterature regarding this issue for two m^or reasons. First, although there have been
empirical tests of Agnew's General Strain Theory, very few have fully tested the
theory making use of Agnew's conglete causal model (including the mediating
effects of negative affective states on dq>endent measures) which will be done here.
Second, the present study will incorporate racial differences in response to strain,
paying particular attention to the interaction between racial categories on strain
induced outcomes. The thorough tests of the implications of the theory in explaining
self-reported deviant and criminal behavior wiU not only add to the existing literature
purporting to explain crime and deviance in general, but will also expand specific
bodies of literature concerning racial differences in response to hustrating and often
stressful social environments.
The Role of Strain in Deviance
Backeround: Durkheim
Emile Durkheim was the Srst theorist to discuss strain as an explanation for
involvement in crime and delinquency. In Durkheim's hrst major work, Dfvûion
q/" (1893[1947]), his primary focus was on the causes, characteristics, and
functions of the division of labor in modem societies. According to Durkheim's
analysis, the division of labor serves the function of producing social solidarity in 
society (Turner et al., 1998). In a general sense, Durkheim's analysis examined 
patterns of social organization in complex industrial societies, specifically focusing 
on the role of the division of labor as a major organizing principle.
According to the analysis, patterns of social solidarity change as society evolves 
6om a simple undifferentiated proSle to a more differentiated, complex prohles 
(Turner et al., 1998). Speciûcally, changes in the division of labor in society 
influence changes in people's attachment to one another. Additionally, social 
structural alterations change the influence of culture on the normative regulation of 
individual passions and desires. The emphasis on the effects of social change on 
society and social solidarity occupied a central role in Durkheim's analysis of social 
organization. Durkheim argued that social change in society upsets traditional bonds 
of attachment among the people of a society and decreases the role of culture in 
shaping individual thoughts and behaviors. Therefore, forms of social organization 
that evolve as society changes over time influence normal or pathological conditions 
that emerge in society. It is at this point that Durkheim introduced the term "anomie" 
to describe the character of modem society.
Anomie was dehned in DfvirmM Zahor (1893(1947]) as, "the break down 
of social order as a result of the loss of standards and values" (Turner et al., 1998, pg. 
259). Anomie was seen as stemming &om insufficient social integration of the 
individual into the societal unit. Importantly, anomie was viewed as most likely to 
occur during periods of rapid social change due to the evolution of complex social 
structures in society that alter traditional bonds of social attachment among a
population. Durkheim introduced the terms "mechanical" and "organic solidarity" to 
describe the characteristics of society to better differentiate the role of social 
organization in shaping social bonds and normative regulation.
Mechanical solidarity typified the social bonds that are shaped by a strong culture 
that regulates the thoughts and actions of individuals. In societies typihed by 
mechanical solidarity, the size of the society is small, the relationships among people 
are kinship based, the people are independent and autonomous, and the society is held 
together by punitive law (Turner et al., 1998). In contrast, societies typihed by 
organic sohdaiity are characterized by large populations, the relationships among 
people are dominated by economic and governmental content, the people are arranged 
in a social structure in interrelated and mutually interdependent structures, and the 
society is held together by relations of exchange, social contracts, norms, and 
restitutive law (Turner et al.,. 1998). Durkheim stressed that the nature of societies 
characterized by organic solidarity make it highly likely that the occupants will 
experience anomie. Because of high levels of structural differentiation and value 
generalization in large, dense populations of modem society, there is a tendency for 
the social order to break down with a concomitant loss of values and standards. This 
predisposes members of the population to "pathological" rather than "normal" 
adaptations to the social conditions of society or makes it highly likely that personal 
dispositions will be characterized by feelings of anomie or normlessness.
In another m^or work entitled, 5'mczWe, Durkheim (1951) further specihed the 
nature of anomie in complex, highly differentiated societies. In DzvirioM q/" 
(1893[1947]), anomie was dehned as insufhcient social integration of the
individual into the social fabric (the break down of social order as a result of the loss 
of standards and values). Writings in (1897:1951) further speciûed the types
of integration indicative of normal or pathological social integration.
According to Durkheim (1897:1951), there are two types of integration: 
attachment and regulation. Attachment refers to a bond to social groups and their 
goals. It involves maintenance of interpersonal ties and the perception that one is part 
of a large collectivity. Regulation refers to psychological and behavioral regulation 
of individual passions and desires that is mediated by the culture of social groupings. 
Regulation limits individual aspirations and needs, keeping them in check. Normal 
and pathological adaptations to social environments are dependent upon the degree of 
attachment and normative regulation that occurs in society. According to the 
arguments presented in A/zcWe (1897(1951]), lenient or excessive attachment to 
others predisposes the occupants of the society to high rates of suicide (egoistic 
suicide/altruistic suicide). Likewise, lenient and excessive regulation of individual 
passions and desires by the culture of certain societies predisposes the society to 
higher rates of suicide among the population (anomic suicide/fatalistic suicide). 
Here, the character of anomie was clearly specified; anomie or anomic suicide was 
viewed as the result of deregulation of individual desires and passions or seen as 
springing from society's insufhcient presence in individuals (Turner et al., 1998). 
Durkheim further specihed that anomie is most likely to occur in societies where 
factors associated with social integration of the individual are shaped by features of 
organic solidarity.
Durkheim's analysis of suicide is very important in terms of understanding 
deviance in society. According to his analysis, deviance is caused by the same factors 
that maintain conformity in social systems. The degree of attachment to others and 
normative regulation in social systems both impact conformity and deviance in 
society. Insufficient attachment and normative regulation cause varying forms and 
rates of deviance. The more a social system reveals moderate degrees of attachment 
and regulation, the less likely are pathological rates of deviance and the greater the 
social integration of individuals into the social system.
Durkheim's work on suicide was much more than just an explanation of suicide 
rates. It was also a theoretical commentary on cultural and structural sources of 
deviance in society (Turner et al., 1998). Maladaptive social integration of 
individuals into the social system due to poor regulation of passions and desires and 
poor attachment to the collective goals and purposes of social groups cause an 
unbalance in the societal environment. This imbalance in turn predisposes members 
of the population to egoism (detachment) or anomie (deregulation), which are likely 
to lead to elevated levels of deviance and by extension, suicide. Durkheim 
specihcally theorized that these occurrences were more likely to occur with increased 
changes in society through social differentiation and value generalization typical of 
societies characterized by organic solidarity.
During the period of time of Durkheim's writings, most theorists were focused on 
characteristics of individuals in their search for causes of deviance in society. 
Durkheim was one of the first to suggest that the broader social context and issues of 
social organization were important in understanding the nature of society and rates of
deviance. Such an insight was revolutionary for Durkheim's time, and it has 
informed contemporary theorizing on deviance and crime in social systems (Turner 
et al., 1998).
Strain /  Anomie Theory
Robert Merton (1938) picked up on the idea of anomie developed by Durkheim 
but used it to refer to a different aspect of social life. In his (1938) article titled, 
"Social Structure and Anomie," Merton argued that anomie/strain is derived &om the 
diguncture between society's prescribed goals and means for accomplishing those 
goals. According to Merton, society teaches its members that economic success 
should be highly valued by aU. At the same time, society does not provide equal 
access to the culturally prescribed means that people should follow to reach the goal 
of economic success. Therefore, some people End themselves in a position in society 
where they highly value the societal goal of economic success but face blocked 
opportunities toward achieving this goal This situation is Merton's conception of 
anomie which is commonly referred to as strain. The social structure promotes the 
accomplishment of economic goals but does not provide the means to everyone to 
achieve the goal.
One of the implications of Merton's form of theorizing is that crime should be most 
prevalent in those groups that have the highest probability of facing the diquncture 
between goals and opportunities to ful6U the goal. According to the theory, lower 
class individuals are more likely to be affected because they have the most ground to 
cover in trying to accomplish the goal of material success. It is this group that is most 
likely to face blocked opportunities to achieve the socially prescribed goal of
economic success, which makes it more likely that that they will turn to illegitimate 
means to reach their economic goals. Because of the social and environmental 
conditions of life for members of the lower class, illegitimate opportunity structures 
are ever present. When faced with limited legitimate structural opportunities for 
economic advancement, members of the lower social classes may turn to the 
illegitimate opportunity structures within their social environment to achieve material 
success. Specifically, lower class members are theorized to respond to their 
handic^ped position by turning to property crime to futhU economic aspirations that 
are hindered by the opportunity structure of society. Thus, lower-class adaptations to 
the anomic character of their lives produce a tendency to economically advance 
themselves through illegitimate psychological and behavioral orientations, 
particularly, property crimes.
Merton (1938) notes that innovation, the tendency toward illegitimate orientations 
to achieve material success, is only one of four possible adaptations that individuals 
may make when faced with the disjuncture between socially prescribed goals and 
legitimate opportunities for material success. It is in this particular adaptive 
orientation to anomic situations that crime and deviance centered on property crime 
emerges.
Merton's theory has been criticized on the grounds that it depends heavily on the 
goal of material success as a means of explaining the nature of strain and its 
connection to crime. Many have argued that material success may be a distant goal of 
youth that may not produce high levels of strain because it depends on expectations 
about the future (Cohen 1955; Cloward and Ohhn 1960). Suggestions include
looking at more immediate goals and aspirations of youth as a means of explaining 
strain. Areas like status, popularity, attractiveness to the opposite sex, and Stting in 
with one's peers are seen as more predictive of strain by youth, given their social 
structural positions and likelihood of focus on more inunediate goals than distant 
goals.
Albert Cohen (1955) introduced a variation of strain theory that utilized more 
proximate causes of strain. Cohen's theory focused on the development of delinquent 
subcultures among youth. According to the theory, youths that experience stress and 
frustration horn status deprivations found in the context of school environments may 
react by taking on values in opposition to those found in the school environment. 
Status deprivation and the associated feelings stem fom  "problems of adjustment" 
faced by lower class youth when confonted with middle-class standards of success. 
The youths form delinquent subcultures in response to the problem by rejecting 
middle class values and turning to delinquent values as a means of status attainment. 
This is not the only response of youth facing status deprivation and problems of 
adjustment, but it is more likely to be used by lower class boys in school 
environments where social status is measured by a "middle class measuring rod." 
Thus, delinquent cultures arise out of the common reaction of some lower class youth 
to the problem of adjustment to middle-class standards of status found in school 
environments.
Cohen's theory can be summarized as follows: All youths desire status from their 
peers and horn the adults with whom they come in contact. Status in school is 
distributed to youths on the basis of ascribed characteristics (the social class position
of their parents) and achieved characteristics (the middle-class measuring rod). All 
youth are aware of these critaia for gaining status and are aware of the approximate 
locations of themselves and other youths in these status hierarchies. Youths with little 
status feel deprived and injured by their low status position and are more likely to 
encounter problems of adjustment. In the context of schooling, lower-class youth 
tend to have lower levels of status attainment (both ascribed and achieved) than other 
youths. This makes the problem of adjustmait more typical of lower-class youth than 
others. Delinquent subcultures originate among low class youth who have neither 
ascribed nor achieved status in school environments. Youths in the subculture express 
ambivalence toward conventional values, particularly the established criteria for 
obtaining status found in school contexts. Specifically, these youth express support 
for delinquent values and rejection of conventional values when in the presence of 
other subculture members, but they may express support for conventional values and 
rejection of delinquent values when isolated 6om other sub-cultural group members. 
Thus, Cohen's theory expresses the importance of more immediate goals of youth in 
society that may he more important in producing stress and strain and delinquent 
subcultures than Merton's conceptualization.
Cohen (1955) also notes that not all youth that experience status deprivation turn 
to the delinquent subculture for status and respect. According to Cohen (1955), there 
may be non-delinquent responses to status deprivation among youth who take the role 
of "Comer Boys" and "College Boys" (Cohen 1955). The "stable comer boy" tends 
to accept his low class position and does not get involved in delinquency as a means 
of gaining status or respect. For the comer boy, there is no gap between aspirations
and expectations because he accepts his position in life. Without the strain and 
hustrations derived &oin the diguncture between aspirations and expectations due to 
the acceptance of their lot in hfe, they are less likely to commit delinquency or 
become members of the delinquent sub-culture. The "college boy" who does not 
participate in the delinquent sub-culture has managed to live up to the middle-class 
measuring rod and has gained status in conventional society despite the lack of status 
he may have experienced in previous school contexts.
The pioneering work of Richard Cloward and Lloyd Ohlin (1960) has also added 
inq)ortant theoretical contributions to the strain literature. In their book entitled,
of Dg/mgwent GuMgs, the authors described 
three forms of delinquency that result &om a disjuncture between one's aspirations 
and expectations for social achievement and economic status or simply 6om blocked 
opportunities for achievemenL Activities among juvenile gangs in which status is 
awarded include: 1) the commission of proht making, utilitarian crimes, 2) skill in 
using violence, and 3) using illegal drugs. Within the theory, attention is given to the 
presence of delinquent subcultures that tend to form when there is a gap between the 
youths' aspirations and expectations or when âustrations arise based on blocked 
opportunities to fulhU aspirations. The authors suggested that the types of response to 
blocked opportunities/strain result 6om not only differential access to legitimate 
opportunity structures but also differential access to illegitimate opportunity 
structures. Sub-cultural delinquents are seen as those that aspire to money and End 
themselves in relatively stable lower class neighborhoods organized around stable 
adult criminal patterns. Violence-oriented youth are a product of lustrations
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stemming &om blocked opportunities who Gnd themselves located in environments 
where the neighborhood is unstable and lower class in nature. Their neighborhoods 
lack stable adult criminal activity and are generally characterized by an absence of 
both legitimate and illegitimate opportunities for material success. In this type of 
environment, violence is a means of gaining status since material success is viewed as 
out of reach. The drug-using delinquent subculture (retreatists) that arises is 
composed of those youths that are "double failures." They are characterized by an 
absence of both legitimate opportunities in the dominant culture and illegitimate 
opportunities in the criminal or violent subcultures. They turn to extensive drug use 
with other youth who are in a similar structural position as themselves.
According to the theory, youths that experience a gap between their aspirations 
and expectations about money become sub-cultural delinquents only in the presence 
of illegitimate opportunities available in areas with stable adult criminal patterns. In 
areas of this character, it is noted that some youth may attribute the g ^  to personal 
shortcomings and engage in individual adzq)tations that might include delinquency but 
not participation in the delinquent subculture. Other youths may blame society for 
the g ^  and feel a sense of injustice and perceive the discrepancy as a result of 
society's differential distribution of legitimate opportunities to earn money. These 
youth are more likely to withdraw from society and form delinquent subcultures with 
new status criteria. Thus, the theory is one that explains the origin of delinquent 
subcultures as a response to the gap between aspirations and expectations for 
monetary success. The theory also notes that not all members of the subculture have 
experienced the gap between expectation and aspirations, and among those that
11
experience the gap the responses may vary (violence/conflict orientation or 
retreatism). Therefore, the theory is well-suited to address questions of how 
delinquent subcultures arise, how they develop law-violating ways of life, and how 
subcultures persist and change over time. It also illuminates important conditional 
variables in the relationship between strain and delinquency, namely the role of the 
availability of illegitimate opportunity structures in the production of delinquent 
subcultures and patterns of delinquency.
Building on the theoretical foundations of Durkheim, Merton, Cohen, and Cloward 
and Ohlin, Robert Agnew (1992) developed "General Strain Theory" to extend the 
narrow conceptualizations of both Durkheim and Merton to explain the role of strain 
in crime and deviance. Speciûcally, Agnew addresses and attempts to overcome 
previous criticisms that have been leveled against Merton's theoretical analysis of the 
relationship between social structure and anomie. Agnew's General Strain Theory 
extends Merton's theory by adding additional sources of strain, specifying conditions 
under which strain leads to crime and delinquency, explaining the predisposition of 
some individuals toward crime, looking at constraints to delinquent and non­
delinquent coping, and outlining the characteristics that inhibit effective coping. 
SufGcient attention is also given to coping strategies that are most often employed to 
deal with strain.
Agnew's General Strain Theory posits three sources of strain: 1) failure to achieve 
positively-valued goals, 2) the removal of positively-valued stimuli, and 3) the 
presentation of negative or noxious stimuli (Agnew 1992). The failure to achieve 
positively-valued goals is further broken into three categories: a) the disjuncture
12
between aspirations and expectations, b) the disjuncture between expectations and 
actual achievements, and c) strain produced 6om the attribution of just and fair 
outcomes. Furthermore, strain is linked to crime and deviance through its relationship 
with negative affective states (Agnew 1992). Most notable in the work of Agnew is 
the affective state of anger. According to Agnew's theoretical argument, strain is 
most likely to lead to crime and deviance when anger is present in the individual.
Factors that affect whether strain leads to violent crime or property crime are 
dependent upon the type of strain experienced. When there is a failure to achieve 
positively-valued goals or a disjuncture between a person's aspiration and 
expectations, Agnew (1992) notes that psychological literature suggests that strain is 
only weakly related to anger and crime. The m^or issue highlighted with respect to 
this Gnding suggests that aspirations are "ideal states" that people don't expect to 
accomplish. Thus, the individual's own subjective acknowledgement of the lack of 
correspondence between the aspiration and expectation makes it less likely that he or 
she will respond to the diquncture with anger and criminal or deviant adaptations. 
Agnew (1992) states that the disjuncture between expectations and actual 
achievements yields a drastically different picture of failure to achieve in the 
evolution of angry temperaments and crime and deviance. When a disjuncture 
between expectations and actual achievements exists, individuals may respond with a 
wide range of behaviors including violent or property crime. The argument here is 
that expectations are derived through interactions with people of similar social type 
and through social comparison. Because expectations are derived through association 
with others, the accomplishment of the goals has a basis in reality and is seen as
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possible. Thus, when one's expectations and achievements are not consistent, one 
may attribute iigustice or differential treatment as the source of the failure and may 
adapt to the situation in ways that may produce the tendency to crimes against 
persons or property. In such situations, individuals may seek to prevent the loss 
through revenge against those that are attributed blame for the failure. They may 
respond by lashing out iu the form of vandalism and theft, or they may withdraw 6om 
conventional society and activities and commit victimless crimes against themselves 
like alcohol and drug abuse. Therefore, the first type of strain may produce abnormal 
adaptations when the individual's expectations and actual accomplishments differ. 
Additionally, Agnew (1992) notes delinquency/crime is also highly likely when 
individuals feels as though they are not receiving just and fair outcomes based on 
their social inputs. They may respond to such situations by increasing their inputs or 
efforts, decreasing the outputs of others through crime and deviance, or by seeking 
revenge against those attributed responsibility for their failing.
With the second type of strain, the loss of positively-valued stimuli, the individual 
may try to prevent the loss of the stimuli, seek revenge against those who are 
responsible for the loss, or withdraw &om conventional society and activities. Each 
response has the potential of producing violence, property crime, or vandalism. The 
last form of strain, the presentation of negative or noxious stimuh, typically results in 
escape or avoidance behavior, or again, the individual may seek revenge against those 
that are attributed responsibility for the presentation of the negative or noxious 
stimuli.
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In his theoretical description of General Strain Theory, Agnew (1992) also 
indicated that there are some intervening processes that must be taken into account in 
order to fully understand the conditions under which strain leads to crime and 
analogous behaviors or other more acceptable orientations. Speciûcally, factors 
associated with an individual's coping mechanisms, constraints associated with 
delinquent and non-delinquent coping, certain dispositional characteristics of the 
individual (affective states), and the recency, duration, and clustering of stressful life 
events all influence pathological social and behavioral outcomes. Particularly, strain 
is more likely to result in criminogenic responses when an individual's coping 
mechanisms are taxed.
Emotional coping, behavioral coping, and social coping mechanisms may 
counteract the influence of strain on the occurrence of criminal adaptations only to 
the extent that they are available to the individual. When these mechanisms are either 
unavailable or severely limited, criminal or delinquent responses to the strain become 
more likely.
Dispositional factors are also theorized as important intervening factors in 
understanding the nature of one's response to strain with criminal or non-criminal 
responses because of the role of negative affective states and their relationship to 
behavioral responses. Individual level variables such as temperament, prior criminal 
or delinquent behavior, and patterns of social learning conducive to crime (delinquent 
associations) all affect types of responses to stressful life events. Specifcally, angry 
temperaments, prior criminality, and criminal or delinquent associations increase the
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likelihood that individuals will respond to strain with aberrant social behaviors, 
especially crime.
Finally, variables associated with magnitude, temporal recency, duration, and 
clustering of stressful events influence response type (Agnew 1992). In situations 
where the magnitude of strain is high, the strain is more recent than distal, the 
experience of strain is chronic, or there is a clustering of stressful life events, 
individuals will often adapt to strain irrespective of its source with criminal or 
delinquent behaviors rather than using non-delinquent coping strategies to deal with 
the socially induced stressful life events.
Tests of General Strain Theory have produced mixed results. This has been 
mainly because most models purporting to test the theory have been incomplete 
models that have only provided partial support at best. Agnew has been at the 
fbre&ont of testing the theory. Agnew (1992) has found that negative relations with 
parents and teachers and dissatisfaction with school each are positively related to 
adolescent feelings of anger, which in turn are positively related to three forms of 
delinquent behavior: serious dehnquency, aggression, school deviance (Agnew 1985). 
In another study using longitudinal data, Agnew (1989) found a relationship between 
these variables and subsequent delinquency, further supporting key features of his 
model.
Agnew and White (1992) conducted a more comprehensive empirical test of 
General Strain Theory using data that accurately captured most of the main 
contentions of the theory. In an article entitled, "An Empirical Test of General Strain 
Theory," Agnew and White (1992) examined the impact of strain on delinquency that
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is conditioned by several variables speciûed by the theory. Variables associated with 
social control, differential association, self-efficacy, delinquent Mends, and 
interaction terms were used to test the validity of the theory. Their findings revealed 
that 6ve of the strain measures had a signiGcant effect on delinquency and drug use. 
Negative life events and hfe hassles were the most important strain variables. Also 
signiGcant were measures dealing with parental Gating, negaGve relaGons with 
adults (delinquency only), and neighborhood problems (drug use only). These results 
supported General Strain Theory. A summary measure of strain was subsequently 
created Gom the strain items and also found to be signiGcant for delinquency and 
drug use. The authors also looked at the relaGonship between the interacGon of the 
summary measure of strain on delinquent Giends and self-efGcacy. Results suggested 
that strain produces delinquency and drug use when the number of delinquent Giends 
is high. Strain produces delinquency but not drug use when self- cfGcacy is low. All 
Gndings were signiGcant at either the p<.05 or p<.01 level. Thus, the Gndings 
generally supported General Strain Theory as a valid theoreGcal explanaGon of crime. 
The Gndings continued to be consistent even when controlling for social control and 
differenGal associaGon variables.
In 1994, Raymond Paternoster and Paul MazeroUe conducted a comprehensive test 
of General Strain Theory using cross-secGonal and longitudinal data. The authors 
tested the theory using several sources of strain, some consistent with Agnew and 
White (1992). These included measures tapping magnitude and duraGon of strain, 
and coping mechanisms to manage or cope with strain. Other variables were also 
developed to test the interacGon of strain with selected variables (self-efGcacy,
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delinquent peers, low self-control, social support, and moral inhibitions). Findings 
indicated that four of the hve strain measures in the analysis were signihcantly 
related to delinquency in the expected direction (neighborhood problems, negative 
life events, school/peer hassles, and negative relations with adults). Thus, these initial 
Gndings supported Agnew's GST. Additionally, the authors found that conventional 
moral behefs and good grades in school inhibited delinquent involvement, whereas 
delinquent peers signiGcantly contributed to delinquency.
The authors also examined some of the effects of strain on delinquency under 
particular conditions. Agnew (1992) states that the duration of strain and effective 
coping mechanisms may affect both delinquent and non-delinquent outcomes. The 
longer the duration of strain, the more likely one will respond to the strain with 
delinquency. Effective means of dealing with strain decrease its importance (Agnew 
1992). The authors assess these theoretical positions and End that neither the 
duration nor the importance of strain affected its impact on delinquency. The authors 
also tested the contention that there are constraints to delinquent and non-delinquent 
coping. In this instance, support for the theory entailed a signiGcant interacGon 
between the indicators of strain and each of the relevant conditional variables. 
Findings indicated that the effects of the strain scale on delinquency were both 
posiGve and signiGcant. The interacGon of the strain scale with delinquent peers, 
moral beliefs, delinquent disposiGons, self-efGcacy, and convenGonal social support 
revealed that only one was signiGcantly related to delinquency. Strain and self- 
efGcacy were signiGcantly related but in the opposite direcGon predicted. Strain 
appeared to have a pronounced effect on delinquency at higher levels of self-efGcacy.
18
Agnew suggested that for individuals that are high in self efScacy, strain would be 
responded to with non-delinquent coping strategies, because they are likely to 
perceive themselves capable and empowered (Paternoster and Mazerolle 1994). 
Therefore, strain does not have a less pronounced eSect among those with constraints 
to delinquent coping (strong moral behefis, h i ^  self-efBcacy, and conventional social 
support). Nor does it have a more substantial effect for those youths whose delinquent 
coping strategies are more abundant (delinquent peers, delinquent disposition). 
Lastly, the authors examined the relationship of strain with social control and 
delinquent peers. Agnew (1992) states that strain weakens individuals' social bonds 
to conventional people and institutions and strengthens the bond with unconventional 
ones. Thus, strain should weaken conventional social control and increase ties to 
delinquent others. The Gndings with respect to these contentions of the theory 
conGrmed Agnew's hypothesized relaGonship. Strain weakens Ges to convenGonal 
social control and strengthens Ges to delinquent peers. Thus, the Gndings of 
Paternoster and Mazerolle (1994) provided parGal support of GST. Measures of 
exposure to negaGve stimuli were signiGcanGy related to delinquency, and general 
strain led to delinquent involvement by weakening the convenGonal social bonds and 
sGengthening the bond to delinquent peers.
In an arGcle by Lisa Broidy (2001) Gtled, "A Test of General Strain Theory", the 
author tested General Strain Theory, including measures of anger and other emoGons 
as well as a measure of legitimate coping. Her study tested the main contenGons of 
GST: a) each of the three types of strain are associated with anger and other negaGve 
emoGons; b) anger and other negaGve emoGonal responses to strain are each
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associated with the use of legitimate coping; and c) controlling for the use of 
legitimate coping, strain-induced anger will increase the likelihood of illegitimate 
outcomes, whereas other negative emotional responses will not. Results with respect 
to the first hypothesis were mixed. The effect of strain on negative emotions other 
than anger were constrained to the positive effect of strain (presentation of negative 
stimuli and removal of positive stimuli) on other negative emotions. Blocked goals, 
unfair outcomes, and stressful hfe events were signiGcantly related to anger, with the 
excepGon that strain induced by failure to reach one's goal had an opposite effect on 
anger. A lack of success at reaching one's goals appeared to reduce the likelihood 
that individuals would respond to strain with anger. In this model, it is clear that the 
nature of the relaGonship between strain and delinquency depends on the nature of the 
strain and the type of emoGonal response considered. Also noted was a signiGcant 
posiGve correlaGon between sex and other emoGons. Strain-induced anger was 
equally likely among males and females, but other negaGve emoGonal responses to 
strain (parGcularly depression) were more likely among females. These Gndings 
tended to support the idea that strain-induced negaGve affecGve states may be shaped 
by both the type of strain and gender.
With respect to the second hypothesis, that anger and other emoGons are associated 
with legitimate coping strategies, results indicated that non-angry negaGve emoGons 
were signiGcantly associated with legitimate coping. However, contrary to the 
hypothesis, the relaGonship between strain-induced anger and legitimate coping was 
not signiGcant. Hypothesis three was parGally supported. Strain induced anger 
increased the likelihood of illegitimate outcomes when conGolling for legitimate
20
coping, whereas other negative emotional responses did not Anger signiGcantly 
increased the hkelihood of illegitimate outcomes. However, the signiGcant negaGve 
relaGonship between other negaGve emoGons and iüegitimate coping were 
inconsistent with the theory. Individuals who responded to strain with negaGve 
emoGons other than anger were signiGcanGy less hkely to adopt iUegitimate coping 
strategies. Although Agnew stated that responding with other emoGons was unlikely 
to trigger illegitimate coping, there was no explicit mention that other emoGons will 
decrease the likelihood of illegitimate outcomes.
Finally, the author noted the role of gender. Gender remained a signiGcant 
predictor of criminal outcomes, controlling for strain theory variables (Broidy 2001). 
Females were signiGcanGy more likely to respond to strain with non-angry emoGons 
and were signiGcanGy more likely to employ legitimate coping strategies, whereas 
males were signiGcanGy more likely to engage in delinquency as a consequence of 
strain-induced anger. This leads to the assumpGon that the strain/crime relaGonship 
may be more complex than general strain theory suggests.
Other research has indicated that there are few important gender differences in the 
impact of sGessGG hfe events on delinquency and drug use among males and females 
(HofGnan and Su 1997). The authors focused exclusively on sex-differentiated 
responses to stress, based on substanGal theoreGcal and empirical research that has 
demonstrated that female and male adolescents react differently to stressful life 
events. SpeciGcally, the research focused on the Gndings that females were more Ged 
to the interpersonal model of development and that males were Ged to individuahsGc 
models of development. These theories assert that distinct paGems of socializaGon
21
occur for males and females. Females tend to rely on expressive interpersonal 
relationships and have a greater need for affection, whereas males tend to be more 
concerned with individuality and the instrumental nature of social relationships. 
Thus, in their predictive model stressful life events would have greater effect both 
directly and indirectly through conventional attachment for male delinquency and 
drug use. However, the researchers found no such diSerences in their research. Both 
males and females responded similarly to stressAil life events with delinquency and 
drug use (HofBnan and Su 1997).
Similar Gndings were also generated in the research of Paul Mazerolle (1998). 
The author investigated potential diSerences between males and females to assess 
whether signiGcant differences existed across groups. In assessing the mean level 
differences of selected variables across gender groups, there were important 
differences in measures of constraints against delinquency (moral beliefs) and in 
measures that were expected to increase the likelihood of delinquent responses 
(delinquent disposiGon). Females had signiGcantly higher levels of moral beliefs and 
better school grades than males. Males had stronger delinquent disposiGons, more 
delinquent peer afGliaGons, and higher levels of negaGve relaGons with adults. 
Finally, males parGcipated in delinquency signiGcantly more than females. These 
results were seen as important condiGonal factors in the relaGonship between strain 
and delinquency. These Gndings were also consistent with other research revealing 
that Ges to school were important insulators against delinquency for females 
(constraint against delinquency) and that family turmoil predicted personal crime 
more than property crime among males (Mazerolle 1998).
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Cross-sectional results comparing predictors of delinquency across gender groups 
indicated that the predictors were both similar and different across groups. For 
females, negative life events and negative relations with adults predicted delinquent 
activity (Mazerolle 1998). For males, neighborhood problems and negative relations 
with adults were related to delinquency. Thus, similarity existed with respect to 
negative relations with adults across groups, but differences existed with respect to 
negative life events and neighborhood problems. These results illuminate the 
differential effects of various types of strain across gender groups. Other signihcant 
predictors in the model were the relationship between delinquent activities and both 
moral beliefs and exposure to delinquent peers, regardless of gender. Age and grades 
in school were related inversely to delinquency for females and for males. Having a 
delinquent disposition predicted delinquent activity (Mazerolle 1998). These models 
and results were seen as informative by the author, but it is stated that they only 
present the relationships between delinquent activity and various independent 
variables within gender groups. Mazerolle (1998) stated that to understand gender 
differences one must not stop at looking at within group differences but must also 
evaluate across group differences.
In evaluating the across group differences, there were few differences between 
males and females. No differences were found when measures of strain were 
compared across groups, and the other measures in the model revealed only one 
signiGcant difference between males and females, namely grades in school. Grades 
insulated delinquency for females but were not signiGcantly related to delinquency 
for males. Delinquent disposiGon did differ across genders but at lower levels of
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significance (p<.10). Therefore, at a general level, the results tended to support 
previous research revealing that males and females experience similar levels of stress 
and strain yet may differ in coping responses or factors affecting the hkelihood of 
delinquent activity.
Longitudinal results revealed similar findings (Mazerolle 1998). Few of the strain 
predictors were related to wave 2 delinquency across the groups, and no signiGcant 
strain predictors overlapped for males and females. For males, noxious hfe events 
were associated with greater delinquent activity, and noxious relations with adults 
increased dehnquency for females. Relationships between other measures revealed 
that weak moral behefs, exposure to delinquent peers, and prior dehnquency 
increased delinquent acGvity regardless of gender (Mazerolle 1998). Compared to the 
cross-secGonal analysis, the longitudinal model revealed that grades were inversely 
related to dehnquency for males but not for females. Particularly interesting was the 
finding that prior dehnquency predicted Giture delinquency much more strongly for 
females. This seemed to point to the idea that different processes may be at work for 
males and females. Also, after constructing a composite scale for the strain variables, 
the results revealed that the composite increased delinquent acGvity for both males 
and females while controlling for other variables. Comparison of the coefGcients 
across gender revealed only a marginal difference across groups, at lower levels of 
signiGcance. Finally, in looking at the effects of strain across gender by crime type, 
the author found no differences in the strain predictors of property dehnquency across 
genders and one difference for the effect of exposure to delinquent peers. Delinquent 
peer exposure was predicGve of property dehnquency for both males and females but
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was signiûcantly more pronounced for males (Mazerolle 1998). For the strain 
predictors of violence, the results revealed some important differences. Negative hfe 
events and noxious relations with adults exhibited different effects across gender 
groups in predicting violent delinquency. Exposure to negative influences predicted 
future violence for males but not for females.
In sum, Mazerolle (1998) found some gender differences in the strain-related 
predictors of delinquency but the differences were not significant. Noxious relations 
with adults predicted delinquency for females but not males, but this was not a 
significant difference. The measure for negative life events predicted delinquency for 
males and not for females, but again this was not signihcant.
Results 6om the crime-specihc analysis revealed minimal gender differences in 
the effects of strain. With violent behavior, gender differences were found in the 
effects of strain on subsequent violence. Negative life events and negative relations 
with adults were predictive of delinquency for males but not females. The jSndings, 
therefore, indicated different effects of strain and coping across genders. The results 
also revealed that the groups differed in aspects of their anger and outcomes of their 
anger. Females were more likely to internalize their anger where males were more 
likely to externalize the anger. So, even though there were more similarities than 
differences in responses to strain across genders, those areas of difference that exist 
provide fertile ground for further research in this area of study with respect to strain 
theoretical explanations of delinquency.
Timothy Brezina (1996), in analyzing the role of strain on delinquency, examined 
other aspects of the relationship not speciGcally focusing on gender differences.
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Brezina (1996) explored the ways that delinquency may enable adolescents to cope 
with strain. According to General Strain Theory, delinquent behavior is a coping 
mechanism used by adolescents to deal with emotional problems generated by 
negative social relationships with others. Brezina (1996) examined how delinquency 
was used by adolescents to cope with negative relations with others. Research 
conducted on the cross-sectional effects of strain on coping responses revealed that 
strain was positively associated with affective emotional states (anger, resentment, 
anxiety, and depression). When an interaction term of strain and delinquency was 
added to the model, the interaction term had a small but signihcant effect on the four 
affective states. Consistent with the hypothesized relationship between strain, 
delinquency, and negative affect, delinquent behaviors reduced the effects of strain on 
negative affect. Therefore, adolescents that responded to strain with delinquency were 
less hkely to experience negative emotional consequences of strain. He also noted 
that strain had a greater e@ect on negative affect, particularly anger, when 
dehnquency was low than when dehnquency was high. Thus, there is clear evidence 
that dehnquency reduces the effect of strain on negative affect even though it does not 
eliminate the emotional consequences of strain. In a longitudinal analysis, Brezina 
(1996) found similar patterns in the data. Specihcally, one would expect Time 2 
dehnquency to reduce the impact of Time 2 strain on Time 3 anger if dehnquency 
was a coping mechanism used by adolescents. Results of the longitudinal model 
confirmed this relationship. As participation in delinquent behavior increased, the 
effect of Time 2 strain on Time 3 anger decreased. These findings support the
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contention of Agnew that delinquency is a coping mechanism used by adolescents to 
counteract the effect of strain on negative affective emotional states.
More recent research by Brezina (1998) has looked at the relative role of 
adolescent maltreatment and delinquency. Theoretically, according to GST, stresshil 
life events cause negative aSective states which in turn increase the probabihty of 
delinquent responses. Brezina (1998) tests the contention that maltreatment produces 
delinquency because it aSects social control, factors associated with social learning, 
and the generation of negative affective states. Results of the study revealed that 
adolescent maltreatment creates conditions that free individuals to become involved 
in deviance, a finding consistent with social control theory. Maltreatment reduced 
parental attachment and commitment to school. These things in turn increased the 
probability of delinquent behavior. Maltreatment was also found to be strongly 
associated with adherence to deviant beliefs. Adolescent maltreatment served as a 
learned model of aggressive behavior. It increases the likelihood that deviance will 
be seen as an acceptable response to strain precipitated by maltreatment. Consistent 
with GST, Brezina also faund that maltreatment was signiGcantly related to anger 
which in turn affected delinquency. Thus, adolescent maltreatment gives rise to 
delinquency because it tends to reduce social control, foster deviant socialization, and 
generate anger.
Agnew and Brezina (1999) expanded the noGon of maltreatment to include 
negaGve relaGons with peers in an attempt to further specify the condiGons under 
which negaGve relaGons with others influence delinquency. SpeciGcally, the authors 
address cnGcisms that there may be a need for a distinct form of strain theory needed
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to explain deünqnency of males and females. Their study tested this argument by 
examining the relative effects of interpersonal strain on male and female delinquency. 
Existing literature examining the role of interpersonal relationships for males and 
females has consistently found that for females, interpersonal relationships are more 
expressive and very important in their lives. For males, interpersonal relationships 
tend to be more instrumental and of less importance. Therefore, the authors 
hypothesized that the effects of interpersonal problems with peers among adolescent 
girls would have a more pronounced eSect on delinquency than for boys given the 
relative importance of such relationships for the respective groups. The results of 
their analysis provided little support for the hypothesized relationship proposed by the 
authors. In support of their contention, the authors found that peer problems among 
females entering high school increased esc^e attempts ûom school by females. Poor 
peer relations among females were also the best predictor of Sghting. These findings 
challenge existing literature that asserts that females respond to peer problems by 
engaging in internalizing rather than externalizing behaviors. Contrary to their 
predictions, positive relations with the opposite sex increased female delinquency. 
Thus, peer relation variables have little positive effect on female delinquency other 
than the relationship between poor peer relations and ûghting.
Other studies focusing on male and female delinquency using the GST model have 
also revealed mixed results. In a 2001 article by Sharp et al.„ the authors examined 
the relative effects of strain on traditional female deviant behaviors. The authors 
asserted that existing models purporting to explain deviance have primarily focused 
on criminality, delinquency, or types of deviance more typical of males. The authors
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set out to explain traditional female deviant behavior, specifically purging, to test the 
explanatory power of strain theory to account for this behavior among females. The 
authors tested their proposition by analyzing the prediction of GST that various 
stressors were associated with deviant behavior through their effect on the mediating 
negative affect variables of anga" and depression. SpeciGcally for the authors, the 
loss of positively valued stimuli, failure to achieve valued goals, chronic stressors 
such as parental hostility and feeling unattractive, and a sense of equity should affect 
purging behavior through their effect on negative emotions anger and depression 
(Sharp et al., 2001). Results of the study revealed that the only signiGcant direct 
relaGonship was that between goals and purging behavior. The analysis of the 
indirect effects of the independent variables on the dependent measure via the 
negaGve affecGve states of anger and depression indicated that goals, parental 
hosGlity, and feeling unattracGve were signiGcantly related to depression. NegaGve 
life events were weakly associated with depression and not related to anger. The 
fairness variable was not related to depression and negaGvely related to anger.
SpeciGcally, the results indicated that reaching one's goals was inversely related to 
depression. The more one feels as though she is reaching her goals, the less 
depressed she feels. The more parental hosGlity and feelings of unattracGveness a 
respondent reported, the higher the feelings of depression (Sharp et al., 2001). The 
cumulaGve effect of negaGve hfe events shghtly increased feelings of depression and 
the more fairly a respondent felt she was treated, the less likely she was to respond 
with anger.
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The authors further tested the connection between the dependent measure of 
purging and the negative affective states of anger and depression. The analysis 
revealed that both anger and depression were signiûcantly associated with purging 
behavior. Both feelings of anger and depression significantly increase the probability 
of purging behavior. When anger and depression were both included in the analysis 
only the significant effects of depression remained (Sharp et al., 2001). Next, the 
authors examined the relative effects of the interaction between anger and depression 
on the dependent measure to better understand the relationship between the two. 
Results again revealed a signiGcant positive relationship. To better understand the 
relationship between the interaction term and purging behavior, the authors 
dichotomized the depression measure into high depression and low depression 
categories. The analysis under these conditions revealed that anger has a pronounced 
effect on purging behaviors among females only when depression was high.
In the study, the authors examined whether GST was suited for explaining 
traditionally female deviant behavior, speciGcally purging. The results were 
generally supportive of the theory but the Gndings suggest that the relaGonship 
between strain, negaGve affect, and delinquency may be more complex than GST 
asserts. Agnew's General Strain Theory (1992) suggests that strain creates negaGve 
affecGve states, parGcularly anger, which in turn affects deviance. Results of the 
study revealed that anger and depression interact in their effect on female deviance. 
Anger under condiGons of high levels of depression increased purging behaviors 
among females, whereas anger under low levels of depression did not produce 
purging but did inGuence the occurrence of other types of deviance.
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The preceding review of the literature examining General Strain Theory reveals 
that there is partial support for many of the main contentions of the theory. Negative 
relations with others, under certain conditions, produces strain in the individual which 
affects crime and delinquency through its relationship with negative affective states. 
More recent examinations of the theory focusing on gender differences in response to 
strain also seem to conhrm the relationship between strain, negative affective states, 
and crime and deviance. Males and females tend to respond to different sources of 
strain, the negative affective responses vary by gender, and the types of crime and 
deviance engaged in varies accordingly. The hndings with respect to gender open up 
new avenues of research in the application of General Strain Theory. If gender 
differences in crime and delinquency can be explained in terms of strain theory, one 
could reasonably expect that there exists a potential in the theory for explaining racial 
differences in crime and delinquency. Interestingly, this line of research has been 
neglected in tests of the theory and has generally been ignored in the criminological 
literature.
Summarv of Strain Literature
The preceding hterature review highlights the m^or variables that will be used in 
this analysis. Strain will be measured along the three broad theoretical areas 
suggested by Agnew (1992): 1) failure to achieve positive goals (goal strain), 2) loss 
of positively valued stimuli (negative life events), ami items tapping 3) the presence 
of negative or noxious stimuli (family turmoil, parental punitiveness, 6mily hnancial 
strain, abuse, attractiveness). The key mediating variables to be used to tap negative 
affective states will be measured by two constructs, anger and depression. Other key
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mediating variables identiGed as important in imderstandmg the effect of strain on 
negative affect and negative afïect on delinqnent/non-delinquent outcomes include 
measures of coping resources (self-esteem, mastery, and social siq)port). Therefore I 
include measures capturing these constructs in the analysis. Key dependent measures 
idenGGed in the literature that will be used in the analysis include delinquency/crime 
and drug use (measured by marijuana use). Important control variables highli^ted in 
the literature that will be used in the analysis include measures of the demographic 
variables of age, gender, and parental income.
Race. Crime, and Delinquency
General Strain Theory (Agnew 1992) was developed as a general explanaGon for 
the occurrence of crime and delinquency. It has more recently been adapted to 
explain differences between males and females in parGcipaGon in cnme and deviance 
through the exploraGon of varying negaGve affect states and their role as mediating 
variables in the relaGonship between GST independent variables and dependent 
measures. In general, negaGve relaGons with others inGuence feelings of strain which 
in turn affisct negaGve emoGonal states and parGcipaGon in crime and delinquency. 
Often neglected in criminological studies, however, are issues of race and the power 
of the various criminological theones in explaining racial differences in involvement 
in crime and delinquency. While it is acknowledged among scholars that there are 
important racial differences in criminal behavior, there has been a systemaGc 
omission of studies that have thoroughly invesGgated the causes of such differences 
(Hawkins 1995). Race in criminological studies typically occupies the role of control 
vanable, and systemaGc analyses of racial differences under the condiGons of the
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various theoretical explanations of crime are rare. This study sets out to examine the 
oAen neglected issue of race and crime using the General Strain Theory paradigm 
developed by Agnew (1992).
Agnew's (1992) theory seems particularly well-suited to explaining differential 
rates of offending among black and whites. According to GST, negative relations 
with others produce strain and ûustrations that increase the probability of engagement 
in crime through the effects on aSective emotional states. The failure to achieve 
positively-valued goals, the removal of positively-valued stimuli, and the presentation 
of negative stimuli constitute the three sources of strain (negative relations with 
others) that predispose the individual to elevated levels of negative affective emotions 
which, in turn, aAects involvement in crime.
An additional consideration that is relevant in understanding why Agnew's (1992) 
argument is particularly well-suited to explaining AAican American involvement in 
delinquency comes Aom the area of Medical Sociology. Thomas and Hughes (1986) 
note that differences in psychological well being between AAican American and 
whites continue to exist even when controlling for differences in education, income, 
and job characteristics. According to their argument, AAican Americans are subject 
to a racial tax in terms of psychological health. Essentially, their membership in a 
racial minority group compounds the eSects of their poor socioeconomic status on 
psychological health. Accordingly, AAican Americans are exposed to elevated 
amounts of negative life events in their relations with the dominant groip because of 
their minority status. The unequal treatment oAen faced by the group oAen produces 
increased feelings of distress that may include anger and depression. Therefore,
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A&ican Americans are more likely to respond to negative relations with others with 
the negative emotions highli^ted by Agnew (1992) which he asserts are correlates of 
delinquency. Inequitable relations with others predisposes the group to psychic 
distress or negative affective emotional states that in turn would predispose the group 
members to delinquency according to strain theory.
The history of the A6ican American experience has been one characterized by 
involuntary servitude, dis6anchisement, social segregation, and high levels of 
inequality in access to society's institutions of wealth, power, and social prestige 
(Hawkins 1995). Thus, one can reasonably assume that the historically handicapped 
position of blacks in society may be related to elevated levels of strain/hustration and 
negative emotions that may account 6)r criminal involvement. The social structural 
position of blacks predisposes the group to social pressures not present for other 
groups in society. These may be important factors to be considered in understanding 
o Sending among the population.
Walker et al., (2000) explain race and ethnicity differences in deviant and 
criminal involvement as a consequence of the social structural position of blacks 
compared to whites. The authors focus on economic inequality as an important factor 
accounting for the high rate of offending among the black population. Data 6om the 
Bureau of Census Statistical Abstracts (1997) reviewed by the authors revealed 
glaring disparities in income, wealth, unemployment, and poverty status between 
whites and blacks. Income measures revealed that black median family income is 
61% that for white Americans (Walker et al., 2000). The data on wealth revealed an 
even larger gap between whites and blacks. As of 1991, median wealth of white
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families was $44,408, compared with only $4,604 for blacks. It is obvious that 
income inequality and inequalities in wealth go hand in hand. The low median 
income of blacks handicaps them in the ability to save each month. With higher 
median incomes than blacks, whites are able save more money and use it to increase 
their wealth by buying homes, stocks and bonds, or other investments (Walker et al., 
2000). The glaring differences in income and wealth have important effects on 
further perpetuating inequality among blacks and whites. Whites are better able to 
endure economic hardships and changes in the economy because of their higher 
incomes and rates of savings and investment. Likewise, blacks are unable to endure 
economic hardships without further degradation of their quality of life because 
income inequality and the lack of wealth do not cushion them against economic 
downturns and its impact. Therefore, inequalities in income and wealth make the lives 
of blacks more tenuous and unstable. These things continue to hold true when 
considering the position of the growing black middle-class (Hawkins 1995; Walker et 
al., 2000; Marger 2003) In turn, they have direct consequences on quality of life and 
the structure of the community among the black population. Specifically, these 
characteristics lead to higher concentrations of the black population in geographic 
areas characterized by high rates of poverty and social disorganization (Walker et al., 
2000; Bursik and Grasmick 1992; Agnew 1999). Existing research has indicated that 
these factors are of paramount importance in understanding the elevated levels of 
crime and delinquency in black communities.
Factors associated with unemployment and poverty among blacks and whites 
reveal similar patterns of inequality. In 1996, the unemployment rate for blacks
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(10.7%) was twice that of whites (4.7%) (Statistical Abstracts 1997). This pattern has 
been evident for decades and for some years in the 1980's the gap even widened 
(Walker et al., 2000). Measures of poverty using 1995 Census Bureau statistics also 
revealed glaring disparities between whites and blacks. For whites, 11.2% were 
below the poverty line, compared to 29.3% of blacks. This disparity is more 
troubling when examining the percentage of children under the age of eighteen living 
below the poverty line. In 1995,41.5% of all A&ican American children were living 
below the poverty line compared to 15.5% of white children. According to Walker et 
al., (2000), childhood poverty status is associated with many other social problems, 
inadequate nutrition, single-parent households, low educational achievement, high 
risk of crime victimization, and high rate of involvement in crime; the data suggest a 
grim future for a very large percentage of black children.
Mere economic factors do not tell the whole story of the subordinate position of 
blacks and their lack of access to wealth, power, and social prestige. Non-economic 
resources in the form of human and social capital are also important considerations 
when understanding the position of blacks relative to whites. Racial differences in 
these constructs have signiScant effects on the ability of blacks to achieve the 
American dream of economic success. Human capital includes values, habits, and 
beliefs that shape behavior. It is generally agreed upon by psychologists and 
sociologists ahke that the family is the primary unit for transmitting values to 
children. These values generally include self-respect, self-reliance, hard work, and 
respect for other people. If there is family disnq)tion, which is common among 
AÊican Americans, these values are not effectively transmitted to the children
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(Walker et al., 2000). High rates of female-headed households with children, 
estimated to hover around 50% for blacks (Marger 2003, Henslin 2003), impede the 
ability of the black family to monitor behavior and instill values needed for social 
success in mainstream social environments. In this case, improper socialization 
occurs or socialization may be to deviant subcultures rather than values prevalent in 
mainstream society. As a result of Sequent family disruption and the high rates of 
female-headed households in the black community, black children End themselves in 
tenuous positions lacking those values and habits needed for upward mobility and 
material success. Thus, turning to illegitimate value orientations and delinquent 
behavior is more likely given their lack of human capital.
According to Anderson (1990), the problem of blacks in the area of human capital 
is that the human capital characteristics that they harbor are a reflection of the state of 
their community. The values, habits and beliefs harbored by members of the 
community reflect avenues toward status attainment as determined hy the local 
community standards. With community hfe often characterized by poverty, 
unemployment, and family turmoil, coupled with severely hmited opportunities for 
conventional success, a value system evolves that emphasizes aggressiveness, 
toughness, and a prowess toward crime as a means of status attainment among 
community peers. It is not that blacks do not harbor human coital characteristics. It 
is more that the characteristics that they do possess are often in direct contrast to 
those found in the larger society, often entailing the positive acceptance of crime and 
dehnquency as a means of garnering self-esteem and social respectabihty.
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Social capital includes associations and networks that are usefiil for individual 
achievement. "Networking" or developing relationships with people and institutions 
that are able to ofter jobs is key in landing gainful employment and advancing one's 
career. Currie (1985) examined racial differences in social capital and crime and 
concluded that whites had signiGcantly more personal connections that helped them 
Gnd jobs than AGican Americans. The lack of social capital of AGican Americans in 
turn increased the probability that they participated in criminal activity at a much 
higher rate than whites. Thus, poor social capital characteristics of blacks can be seen 
as an important factor in keeping blacks out of the labor market. At the same time, 
such factors increase the likelihood of participation in delinquency and crime.
Although blacks may harbor lower levels of social capital that can be used in 
conventional society for social success, the social capital characteristics that they do 
possess are tied to illegitimate opportunity structures. Anderson (1990) notes that the 
social capital of blacks is tied to propensities to engage in criminal or delinquent 
behavior. Status in depressed black communities is gained through "displays of 
wealth" or through possession of expensive material goods. Moreover, it is also 
established through the commission of crime and delinquency or displaying an image 
of the propensity to engage in such activibes. Therefore, blacks do harbor social 
capital characteristics but these factors operate within local community networks. 
Here associations gained and lost within the depressed black community are used to 
establish personal credibility and social respect among community occupants, not 
within the larger mainsGeam society. Within such environments, one's propensity to 
engage in crime, delinquency, and violence are vehicles for status attainment, where
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the status one receives is determined by community networks or associations. In 
sum, the social structural position of blacks and the character of their lives, reduce the 
level of conventional human and social capital that the young people possess, and as a 
consequence, these conditions contribute to increased levels of capital characteristics 
that are associated with involvement in criminal activity (Walker et al., 2000).
From the preceding arguments, it is easy to imagine how the handicapped socio­
economic position of blacks, the structure of the black community, and the presence 
of dysfunctional family units, greatly increase the probability that blacks live under 
depressed conditions that are characterized by high levels of strain and hustration. 
The strain and ûustrations derived ûom the conditions of life among the black 
population in turn increase negative affective emotional states, which according to 
Agnew (1992), predispose the individual to engagement in crime and delinquency. 
Therefore, it is my contention in the context of this research that persistent inequality 
in access to social rewards produces elevated levels of strain among the black 
population. This, in turn, predisposes the group to involvement in criminal and 
delinquent activities according to General Strain Theory (Agnew 1992). What is of 
particular interest in this research are differences among blacks and whites in the 
effects of strain on criminal and delinquent outcomes. It is evident that different 
sociological processes may be at work in producing strain and aberrant behavior 
between racial groups. In this research, I attempt to uncover those differences in 
social variables that may account for diSerences in propensity to respond to strain as 
proposed by Agnew (1992) with negative aSect and engagement in criminal or 
delinquent behavior by race.
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Despite numerous changes in the social structure of American society and the 
enactment of governmental policies aimed at improving the social conditions of the 
lives of A&ican Americans, AGrican Americans continue to lag behind whites on all 
measures of socio-economic status. Measures of educational, occupational, and 
economic characteristics of the population further reveal the glaring disparities 
between A&ican Americans and whites on these measures (Marger 2003). Some 
researchers have attributed the continued subordination of blacks in the area of 
economics to lingering racism within the institutions of society. Denial of necessary 
opportunities and resources that can be used for upward mobility and entrance into 
the middle class in society have been severely constrained since the time of forced 
migration of A&ican Americans into American society (Marger 2003). This trend in 
access to society's social rewards continues now in the modem era and can be seen as 
a m ^or explanatory factor in the prevalence of A&ican Americans in the bottom tiers 
of society's class system.
The recent work William Julius Wilson (1980, 1987, 1996) has added important 
theoretical arguments to understanding the plight of A&ican Americans in society and 
the class system. According to Wilson (1996), discrimination based on race has 
impacted the black community through systematic denial of necessary economic 
resources that could be used for upward mobility. At the same time, traditional 
patterns of black-white relations have been fundamentally altered so that class factors 
are also important in&uences on the life chances of black people. Therefore, the 
socioeconomic position of blacks in society and then lack of sufGcient access to 
society's economic and political institutions can be linked to both vestiges of
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prejudice and discrimination faced by blacks and the evolving nature of the class 
system.
According to Wilson (1987, 1996), to understand the current socioeconomic 
situation of the black population, one must first understand the three distinct classes 
that exist within the community: a black middle class consisting of white-collar and 
skilled blue-collar workers, a working class of semi-skilled workers, and a lower class 
compK)sed of unskilled laborers and service workers. At the very bottom of the lower 
class is an underclass that includes those lower-class workers whose income falls 
below the poverty level, the chronically unemployed, discouraged workers who have 
dropped out of the labor market, and the more or less permanent welfare recipients.
According to the argument, after World War n, some blacks were able to take 
advantage of openings in the industrial labor market and use those positions for 
upward mobility. Others were not able to take advantage of the expansion of 
opportunities and their situations rapidly deteriorated. Wilson (1987) argues that the 
changing nature of society's labor market and the vestiges of the effects of continued 
subjugation of the black population combined to produce a highly vulnerable 
population of blacks lacking effective opportunities for upward mobility. Thus, the 
problems of the black community- high rates of joblessness, school dropouts, crime 
and delinquency, and teenage motherhood are products of both the changing 
economic structure of society and of prejudice and discrimination which have been 
crucial factors in the lives and life chances of blacks. The lives of both mobile blacks 
and the underclass tend to be characterized by social isolation 6om the mainstream.
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This is particularly true for members of the underclass, and it has created 
concentrated areas of black disadvantage (Wilson 1980,1987,1996).
Wilson's argument relies heavily on the idea that the black social position in 
society can not totally be explained by discrimination. To a large extent, the 
occupational structure of society is of primary importance in the modem era in 
explaining the social position of a signiScant proportion of the black population. The 
need for an increasingly well-trained, highly-skilled labor force in the industrial 
economy is seen as the primary cause of the lack of access to society's social 
institutions and social rewards system by underclass blacks. Wilson (1987) notes that 
prejudice and discrimination are important in explaining the social positions of blacks 
relative to other groups in society only when examined with respect to earlier eras of 
black/white relations. Modem relations and access to opportunities, according to 
Wüson (1987), are primarily influenced by the restructured urban economy.
Irrespective of the era and explanation for the position of blacks in society, the 
arguments by Wilson (1980, 1987, 1996) seem to lend themselves very well to 
explaining involvement in crime and delinquency among the black population as a 
consequence of straiiL According to Wilson's argument, high levels of prejudice and 
discrimination in early eras of black/white relations decreased the ability of blacks to 
access society's social rewards on par with the white population. The failure to 
achieve positively-valued goals by legitimate means due to unequal access to 
society's opportunity stmcture in tum precipitated the initial emergence of the 
underclass and the problems found therein. Thus, the initial denial of opportunity 
created conditions among blacks where strains and hustrations stemming 6om
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blocked opportunities to achieve economic goals caused abnormal adaptations to the 
conditions of life among members of the black community. Agnew (1992) notes that 
strain is most likely to result in delinquency and crime when one's negative relations 
with others are attributed to perceived uigust and unfair treatment. Therefore, the 
abnormal ad^tations of blacks to the social circumstances of their lives may be in 
part precipitated by feelings that their position in society is the result of unfair and 
unjust treatmenL The adaptation then can be seen as a reaction to the perceptions of 
the cause of their situation.
In the modem era, Wilson (1987) explains black subordination as a consequence of 
the changing urban economy. Again, one can easily adapt this argument to notions of 
strain and the connection to crime and delinquency. The poor skills and low levels of 
education among blacks in the modem era have directly led to the development of a 
signiScant portion of the population that lives under poverty-stricken conditions. 
Such conditions normally engender strain and lustrations due to the social 
circumstances of life. Thus, in either case, it is highly likely that blacks would 
experience more strain in their personal lives and pursuits relative to other racial and 
ethnic groups.
Although Wilson (1980, 1987, 1996) does not explicitly focus on the role of 
prejudice and discrimination on crime and delinquency in his analysis, it is 
informative to note that his arguments lend themselves very well to explain how the 
social context of the lives of blacks in American society may have important 
influences on higher levels of strain and frustration, and thus crime and delinquency. 
Generally, Wilson outlined how blacks have traditionally found themselves lacking in
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opportunities or social capital that could be translated into economic success. This 
has led to a signiGcant portion of the population that is unable to achieve material 
success on par with whites. Therefore, a highly segregated population that lacks 
positive social environments that could help cultivate mainstream value orientations 
exists, as well as a highly vulnerable population subject to de-jure and de-facto 
prejudice and discrimination. These characteristics accurately depict the main 
explanatory sources of strain as theorized by Agnew (1992) in his formulation of 
GST: failure to achieve positively-valued goals, removal of positive stimuli, and the 
presentation of negative or noxious stimuli. Thus, the social environmental context of 
the lives of many blacks in American society easily Gts the assumption that strain, 
negative affect, and crime and delinquency should be more prevalent among this 
group. Again, although Wilson (1980, 1987, 1996) did not theorize that this 
relationship exists, his theoretical description of the social lives and socio-economic 
character of blacks lends itself very well to understanding the higher rates of crime 
and delinquency among the black population. Thus, given the context of the lives of 
blacks, one could reasonably expect higher levels of strain among members of the 
black population. This in tum can influence greater propensities to engage in norm or 
law violating behavior.
What is important about Wilson's argument with respect to the current research is 
this: The black population has suffered tremendously due to the changes in the 
economic structure of modem society. Changes in the labor market and the shift of 
inner-city jobs to the suburbs has left behind a highly vulnerable group that 
persistently faces economic hardship and limitations in opportunities that could be
44
used for upward mobility purposes in society. This society, the black underclass, 
adapts to the structural conditions of their hves in numerous ways. One of the most 
prevalent adaptations include rejection of the standards and values of the larger 
society and acceptance of values and behavior orientations a reality that is in direct 
opposition to the mainstream. A subculture develops among the group that exists 
within the larger social environment that extols the virtues of norm-violating behavior 
which often includes crime and delinquency. Status in the community is not gained 
by adherence to the values of the mainstream society; it is achieved through 
acceptance of a culturally-specihc status system that operates in such a way that 
status is gained or lost by participation in the community subculture. Often in acting 
in accord with the subculture, status is gained and one's self-esteem is protected by 
involvement in crime or delinquency. One's social support systems extol the virtues 
of criminal involvement and one is often encouraged and supported in his criminal or 
delinquent behavior by other members of the community.
Albert Cohen (1955) explained the situation among blacks succinctly. According 
to his argument, delinquency among blacks ensues because of strain and j&ustrations 
derived &om status deprivations. Status deprivation and the associated feelings that 
accompany it stem 6om '"problems of ac^ustment" faced by lower class youth, 
particularly black youth, in the context of school environments. According to Cohen 
(1955), status among youth is determined by a middle-class standard which youths 
come to understand in the context of schooling. But among lower-class youth, status 
deprivation is high because they lack middle-class backgrounds of socialization 
which would allow them to accumulate status &om their peers. Therefore, according
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to Cohen (1955), lower class youth tum to delinquent subcultures among other status- 
deprived youth and engage in crime and delinquency as means of protecting their 
self-esteem, and garnering status and respect among their peers. Thus, Cohen's 
essential argument is as follows: The social conditions and socialization patterns of 
depressed social-class individuals (blacks) makes assimilation to mainstream values 
through which status is afforded very tenuous. Moreover, lower class youths who 
encounter these standards of status in school contexts Gnd themselves handic^ped in 
their abilities to gain status 6om their peers through conventional activities. The 
strain and ûustrations derived 6om such social circumstances produce problems of 
adjustment where lower-class youth are more likely to respond to status deprivation 
by joining delinquent subcultures where status, respect, and esteem are aSbrded 
through criminal and delinquent acts. Thus, those groups in society most likely to 
occupy the lower social classes are more hkely to engage in crime and delinquency as 
a means of obtaining status, respect, and esteem among their peers, irrespective of the 
larger social environment and the concomitant middle-class values that may prevail.
Given the historic levels of socioeconomic inequality among blacks and whites in 
American society, it is intuitive that blacks are more likely to make up the lower- 
social classes and therefore be subject to higher levels of strain and hustration due to 
status deprivation and "problems of ai^ustment." From this, one can reasonably 
assume that involvement in crime and delinquency with the black population can be 
linked to the strain of status deprivation due to its social structural position and the 
effects of class factors on quality of life. Again, it is important to point out at this 
point that strain, even in its various sources of origination, tends to predispose
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individuals to deviant and criminal involvement. Therefore, even though the source 
of strain is slightly different &om that theorized by Agnew (1992), the effects are 
very similar. In any case, negative relations with others or an inability to achieve 
status in conventional society predisposes individuals to involvement in deviance or 
criminal behavior.
Cloward and Ohlin (1960) argue along a similar vein. Youth involvement in 
delinquency is viewed as a consequence of a disjuncture between aspirations and 
expectations for social achievement/economic status or blocked opportunities for 
achievement in conventional society. According to their theoretical argument, 
delinquency ensues when access to legitimate opportunity structures are blocked or 
limited and illegitimate opportunity structures are open. This is particularly relevant 
for the present study. In the context of this research, it is argued that the social 
structural position of blacks and their inability to achieve in conventional society 
elevates levels of strain which in tum increases involvement in dehnquency and 
crime. Particularly, the historically depressed social conditions of the lives of blacks 
has produced a geographic concentration of this group in communities where high 
rates of poverty, dislocation, and crime exist (Hawkins 1995). In such environments, 
legitimate opportunity structures are minimal or non-existent and illegitimate 
opportunity structures are abundant. Thus, it is my contention that the argument of 
Cloward and Ohlin (1960) is important in understanding delinquent and/or criminal 
involvement among blacks due to their emphasis on social structural features of 
society and how these features shape behavior. Those groups in society most affected 
by blocked legitimate opportunities for achievement while in the presence of
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illegitimate opportunity structures in highly disorganized communities, will turn to 
the illegitimate structures as a means of accomplishing their goals. Wilson (1987) 
and Agnew and White (1992) argue a similar point. The social conditions of blighted 
neighborhoods predispose the occupants to elevated levels of strain and frustration 
due to the social circumstances under which they live. These factors, in-tum, make 
deviant and crirninal outcomes highly likely.
Therefore, the structure and quality of the lives of blacks makes it more likely that 
this group will 6nd itself in social environments lacking opportunities for legitimate 
success. At the same time, these very same qualities make illegitimate opportunities 
more abundant for the group and therefore make crime and delinquency highly 
probable among this population.
Elijah Anderson (1990, 1999) offers a variation on the existing arguments that 
may also be important when considering the connection between race, deviance, and 
crime. According to Anderson (1990), the concentration of disadvantage among the 
black population leads to the creation of a culture directly opposed to that found in 
mainstream society. The lack of achievement in conventional society by blacks has 
led to the creation of a "code of the streets" where criminal and delinquent 
involvement as a means of gaining status replaces middle-class values and 
conventional modes of status attainment. Strain and Austrations derived Aom the 
lack of conventional success as measured by middle-class standards produces the 
evolution of a culture among blacks where status is gained or lost through 
participation in the culture, values, and practices that extol the virtues of crime and 
delinquency as modes of gaining status. Thus, to understand the causal mechanism
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behind the involvement in crime and delinquency among hlacks, according to 
Anderson (1990,1999), all one needs is to examine the social structural context of the 
lives of blacks relative to other groups and their persistent problems of obtaining 
status through conventional activities. High-rate ofïendmg can be seen as an ad^tive 
response of blacks to status deprivation found in mainstream society. Offending 
ensues as a means of protecting one's selfesteem, gaining respect, admiration, and 
social status among a highly vulnerable black population lacking opportunities and 
avenues that could be used &>r upward mobility and social status in conventional 
society. This consideration is compatible with general strain theory's perspective that 
delinquency is a coping mechanism (Brezina 1996).
In such environments, one's self-esteem is intimately tied to involvement in crime 
and delinquency. Because one's self-esteem does not depend on accomplishments in 
the larger society, the subculture and the activities within the subculture take its place. 
Self-esteem revolves around acting in accordance with the "code of the streets." This 
often entails engaging in crime and delinquency as a means of protecting one's status 
among peers. Also, in such environments, social support systems are ever present. 
The problem is that the support garnered horn community members itself mirrors 
praise and tacit acceptance of the principles of the code. Community support 
mechanisms often teach community occupants values, attitudes, beliefs, and 
behaviors proper to committing crime and often support and encourage criminal 
involvement. Therefore, contrary to the expectations of strain theory, strong self 
esteem and social support for blacks predispose them to increased probabilities of 
offending rather than reducing the effects of strain on offending which one would
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expect with the theory. Thus, Anderson's argument means that there may be diSerent 
processes at work in the production of crime and delinquency for blacks than for 
other racial groups. Particularly, groiqis should differ in the role of the mediating 
variables of self-esteem and support on negative affective states and 
delinquent/criminal outcomes.
A variation on the theme presented by Anderson (1990, 1999) has also been 
elaborated on in the area of education research. John Ogbu (1991, 2003) who has 
studied education achievement differences between A6ican Americans and other 
groups links the disparity to what he terms "oppositional hames of reference". 
According to Ogbu (1991, 2003), among Ahican Americans there exists a cultural 
response to discrimination and racism (negative relations with others/strain) that 
produces contempt for conventional society and behaviors. A&ican Americans, as 
involuntary immigrants, have no cultural &ame of reference/identity based on their 
land of origin which could be used in the development of their self-identities or 
which to compare their current situation. Because their "cultural &ames of reference" 
have been developed in the context of American race relations, there exists a general 
distrust or contempt for all things mains&eam.
According to Ogbu (1991, 2003), the history of race relations in American society 
has shaped the A&ican American cultural &ame of reference in such a way that black 
come to see the discrimination they face as not being temporary in nature or 
unintentional but more due to issues of race. Prejudice and discrimination are viewed 
as parts of the institutional operations of society. These things lead A&ican 
Americans into coping strategies to handle their situation that revolve around social
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solidarity and challenges to the rules of the dominant society (Ogbu 1991, 2003). In 
other words, AAican Americans use their cultural hrames of reference developed in 
American society in defining their world. That hame of reference which has been 
shaped by high levels of prejudice and discrimination faced by the group leads to the 
rejection of dominant group values and the acceptance of those values in direct 
opposition to those found in the mainstream. They deSne themselves in their core 
identities in terms of their opposition to the dominant group. Because of the 
historical levels of negative relations and unequal treatment that the group has been 
subject to at the hands of the dominant group, their self-esteem and self-pride are 
derived hom the development of an oppositional identity/hame of reference which 
dehnes the meaning of being black. Value is placed on social solidarity and there is 
strong opposition to society's rules which African American perceive as being against 
them. With the cultural perception that the rules are staked against them, Afican 
Americans have developed a cultural perspective that to make it in America, there 
must be collective efforts and challenges to the barriers set up by the dominant group.
Ogbu (1991, 2003) explains the differences in educational achievement among 
black and white youth as a consequence of the oppositional fume of reference of 
black children. Schooling is seen as the white thing to do for black youth and, as a 
consequence of their emersion in the oppositional cultural frame of reference into 
which they have been socialized, they oppose schooling or place less value on 
educational attainment. This leads to glaring disparities between the groups in scores 
on standardized tests.
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Ogbü's arguments 6t nicely with those of Cohen (1955) and Anderson (1990, 
1999). Cohen noted that delinquency typically ensues among youth due to reaction 
formation. The reaction of lower class youth to status deprivation found in school, 
which is determined by middle class standards, causes them to develop oppositional 
values and behaviors as a means of status attainment. According to Ogbu (1991, 
2003), Ahican American children lag behind other children m education achievement 
because of their oppositional identity/&ame of reference or rejection of values and 
standards endorsed by the dominant group. More important is the similarity between 
Ogbu (1990, 2003) and Anderson (1990, 1999) on the role of self-pride, self-esteem, 
and self-identity. According to both theorists, A&ican American identities revolve 
around value and behavioral orientation to reality that are in stark contrast to those 
found in the mainstream. Whether one is examining education failure or involvement 
in delinquency and crime among A&ican American youth, they both stem &om the 
same source according to the arguments of both theorists. There exists a cultural 
&ame of reference or ethnic identity among A&ican Americans that is, in part, shaped 
by oppositional values and behavior orientations to mainstream society. Based on 
these arguments, again, it is reasonable to believe that the personal resource variables 
for blacks may operate contrary to Agnew's (1992) theoretical assumptions. 
Statement of the Problem
This dissertation tests various propositions &om Agnew's (1992) General Strain 
Theory of Crime and Delinquency. The focus of the analysis centers on the Agnew's 
contention that strain increases the probability of involvement in crime and 
delinquency through its relationship with the mediating variable of negative aSective
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States. Speciûcally, the research will explore racial différences in self-reported 
involvement in crime and delinquency as a consequence of strain and negative 
affective emotional states, based on the differential experiences of strain by both 
blacks and whites. The goal of the research is to show that different social process 
are important to understand when examining the different types of offending that may 
occur among blacks and whites in the population.
Research Hypotheses:
HI : The effect of measures strain on negative affect (anger) will
differ by race.
H2: The effect of measures strain on negative affect (depression) will
differ by race.
H3 : Differences exist between blacks and whites in the connection between
strain and negative affective states on delinquency/crime.
H4: The effect of strain and negative affective states on delinquency/crime
will differ by race when controlling for personal resources.
H5: Differences exist between blacks and whites in the connection between
strain and negative affective states on marijuana use.
H6: The effect of strain and negative affective states on marijuana use





Data for this project were gathered in two survey periods conducted during the 
1999-2000 academic year. Data used to test the theory discussed in the preceding 
chapter were drawn horn a survey of 708 college students, age 18 and above, 
attending three southwestern universities: one rural, one commuter, and one Carnegie 
I research institution. Participation in the survey was entirely voluntary. Members of 
the target sample who did not participate in the study were not penalized, while 
voluntary participants were not paid. A list-wise deletion of missing cases, a filtering 
of age outliers (under 18 and over 25 years), and a restriction of the analysis to racial 
categories of Black and White resulted in a sample of 571 for the analyses that 
follow.
Procedures
The data were obtained by utilizing an anonymous survey administered to 
volunteer respondents during regularly scheduled class periods. The survey consisted 
of 264 questions measuring demogr^hics, attitudes and behaviors. Specihcally, the 
questions measured the following characteristics: attitudes and behaviors, 
demographics (age, race, parental income, marital status), goal orientation, peer and 
parental attachment, relationships with parents, alcohol use, drug use, violence, 
criminal behavior, values and moral beliefs, orientations, opportunity to engage in 
criminal or delinquent behavior, self-eÆcacy, self-esteem, religious af&liation, self- 
control, coping factors, and negative affective states. The survey instrument was 
administered to students enrolled in Introductory Sociology courses, with the
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cooperation of the various instructors. These courses meet general education 
requirements at all three universities, increasing the diversity of the sample. 
Instructors willing to permit admission to their classes were requested not to attend 
class on the day of the survey in order to insure anonymity of students who 
participated or declined to participate in the study.
Potential respondents were asked to read the informed consent form. If students 
opted to participate, they were directed to sign one of the infbimed consent forms and 
retain the second copy. If students opted not to participate they were asked not to 
sign the form, but to keep one copy. Surveys were passed out to all students in 
attendance, with instructions that only those having signed the informed consent were 
permitted to complete the survey. All others were given the opportunity to examine 
the survey without participation, but were to remain in the classroom. Students 
completing the survey were asked to respond to each item by marking the choice 
which best represented their experience or attitudes. Respondents were instructed 
that if they felt uncomfortable or disturbed in any way by the questions being asked, 
they could opt to stop and seek counseling services at the respective universities 
where the survey was being held. No students requested counseling services.
All students were given the class period to complete or review the survey, after 
which they were asked to deposit the survey in a stack at the hont of the class before 
leaving the classroom. The research team members were not permitted to answer 
questions until all surveys were collected.
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Limitations of the study
Before discussing the variables and variable creation, it is appropriate to address 
the generalizabibty of these data. Given the sample sources, the researcher is aware 
of the sample limitations that might make it somewhat unwise to make inferences 
about behaviors in general. Nonetheless, this investigation is designed to test General 
Strain Theory, utilizing undergraduate students as a representative group who may 
experience elevated levels of strain in their everyday routines as college students. 
Therefore, this exploratory study may lend important information relevant in 
understanding the impact of strain and negative affective states on the propensity to 




Variables and Variable Creation
Demographic Variables
The analyses included controls for age, gender, and family income. In this study, 
age was measured as an interval level variable measured by the subject's response to, 
"Wbat was your age (in years) on your last birthday?" The mean age was 19.51 
years. There was no significant difference in age by race (blacks 19.36, whites 
19.53). Race was measured as a nominal level variable by including in the survey the 
question; "What race do you consider yourself? Response categories were White, 
Black/AAican American, Hispanic, American Indian, Asian or Other. Given the 
nature of this study, only the categories of Black/AÈican American and White were 
used in the analysis. Race was recoded into a dichotomous variable. Race was coded 
(1) black and (0) white. Whites comprise the m^ority in the sample with 86.4 percent 
(N=497), Blacks comprised 12.9 percent (N=74). The analyses in this research will 
be conducted separately for the racial categories of Black and White. Gender was a 
dichotomous variable coded 0 for males, and 1 for females. Males comprised 42.2% 
of the total (N=241). Females made up 57.4% of the sample (N=328).
Parental income was measured as an ordinal level variable. Subjects were asked 
to estimate their parent's/guardian's annual income. Response categories included: 
(1) less than $15,000, (2) 15,000 to 29,000, (3) $30,000 to 44,999, (4) 45,000 to
59.999, (5) 60,000 or more. The mean parental income category was (3) 30,000 to
44.999. The modal category was 60,000 or more per year (N=264). The mean 
income for blacks fell in category (3) 30,000 to 44,999 and for whites category (4) 
45,000 to 59,999. This diflerence was significant (t= 6.178, p < .001). Whites in the
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sample have higher family incomes than blacks. Descriptive statistics for the sample 
are presented in Table 1.
[Table 1 About Here]
Key Independent Variables
Strain Variables
The measure of strain used in the analysis is derived 6om three separate measures 
consistent with measurement suggestions by Agnew (1992). Measures of 'Tailure to 
Achieve Positively Valued Goals", "Loss of Positive Stimuli", and "Presentation of 
Noxious or Negative Stimuli" were created hem the following questionnaire items,
a. Failure to Achieve Positivelv Valued Goals:
The measure of failure to achieve positively valued goals (goals) consists of four 
Likert-type items answered on a ûve-point scale of: (1) very successful, (2) 
successful, (3) somewhat successful, (4) not at all successful, (5) no goals in this area. 
Responses of (5) no goals in this area, essentially represent "no strain". Therefore, in 
the analysis responses of (5) no goals in this area were recoded (1) very successful 
(representing no strain). The items were: Please indicate how successful you have 
been in reaching the following goals over the past 6ve years:
1) Academic or Career Goals (ACGOAL)
2) Social/Family Life Goals (SFGOAL)
3) Athletic Goals (ATGOAL)
4) Money Goals (MGOAL)
[Table 2, 3, & 4 About Here]
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Item means and standard deviations are represented in Table 2. The principal 
components analysis presented in Table 3 revealed one-factor, as there is one 
eigenvalue larger than one. Therefore, the analysis consisted of a one-factor solution 
on these items to derive the factor loading and reliability statistic for these items 
presented in Table 4. The new variable "Goals" is created by summing the scores of 
the four items. The factor loadings, all larger than .60, provide a strong indication 
that the items presented in the scale measure the construct. The reliability analysis 
for "Goals" indicated a Cronbach's alpha of .6063. No signiGcant differences exist 
between blacks (8.76) and whites (8.80) on goal achievement measures when 
comparing means.
b. Loss of Positivelv Valued Stimuli:
Loss of positively valued stimuli (NEGEVNT) was measured with six Likert-type 
items answered on a four-point scale of: (1) Not at all bothered or did not occur, (2) 
does not bother me very much, (3) somewhat bothers me, (4) bothers me quite a lot. 
The items were:
1) Parent's Divorce.
2) Loss of a family member through death.
3) Loss of Giend(s) through death.
4) Family members moved away.
5) 1 moved away 6om Giends or family.
6) Close Giend(s) moved away.
[Table 5 About Here]
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Item means, and standard deviations are presented in Table 5. The variable 
(NEGEVNT) was created by summing the scores on this variable. No factor analysis 
was need for this variable. According to the strain literature, the cumulative effect of 
negative Irk events or chronic stressors predisposes the individual to crime and 
delinquency through its effect on the mediating variables of negative affective states. 
Therefore, the variable is created by summing the scores on the variables. There was 
no significant difference in mean scores on negative life events for blacks (10.98) and 
whites (10.43) t= -1.261, p> .05.
c. Presentation of Negative or Noxious Stimuli.
The presentation of negative or noxious stimuli component of strain theory was 
measured by nineteen items reflecting measures presented by Agnew and White 
(1992) and Sharp et al., (2001).
1. Familv Turmoil
Family Turmoil (FTURMOIL) was measured through the use of Eve Likert-type 
items answered on a four-point scale of: (1) Not bothered at all, (2) Not bothered very 
much, (3) somewhat bothered, (4) very bothered. The items were:
1) My parents Eght a lot.
2) My parent(s) blow their tops when I bother them.
3) My parent(s) argue with each other.
4) My parent(s) get cross and angry over little things.
5) My parent(s) complain about me.
[Table 6, 7, & 8 About Here]
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Item means, and standard deviations are presented in Table 6. The principal 
components analysis presented in Table 7 revealed one-&ctor, as there is one 
eigenvalue larger than one. Therefore, the analysis consisted of a one factor solution 
on these items to derive the factor loadings and reliability statistic for the items listed 
in Table 6. The new variable, "FTURMOIL" is created by convertiog the data from 
the variables into z-scores and adding than together. The factor loading, all larger 
than .60, provide a strong indication that the items presented in the scale measure the 
construct (see Table 8). The reliability analysis for "FTURMOIL" indicated a 
Cronbach's alpha of .8167. A comparison of group means by race on the variable 
revealed a signiGcant racial diSerence in mean scores with whites (7.98) scoring 
signiGcantly lower than blacks (9.06) t= -2.128, p=.034.
2. Parental Punitiveness
Parental Punitiveness (PPUN) was measured through the use of four Likert-type 
items answered on a four-point scale of: (1) not at all or did not occur, (2) does not 
bother me very much, (3) somewhat bothers me, (4) bothers me quite a bit. The items 
were:
1) My parents were very strict.
2) I was not allowed to express my own opinions at home.
3) I was not allowed to go out with some of my friends.
4) My parent(s) try to control what I do.
[Table 9 ,10, & 11 About Here]
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Item means, and standard deviations are presented in Table 9. The principal 
components analysis presented in Table 10 revealed one-factor, as there is one 
eigenvalue larger than one. Therefore, the analysis consisted of a one factor solution 
on these items to derive the factor loadings and reliability statistic for these items 
presented in Table 11. The new variable, "PPUhT' is created by converting the data 
&om the variables into z-scores and adding them together. The factor loading, all 
larger than .60, provide a strong indication that the items presented in the scale 
measure the construct The reliability analysis for the scale indicated an alpha of 
.7712.
A comparison of group means on the variable revealed a signiGcant diSerence in 
group means with whites (6.54) reporting signiGcantly lower scores on parental 
puniGveness compared to blacks (7.60) t= -2.799, p^.005.
3. Familv Financial Strain
Family Financial Strain (FinStra) was measured through the use of three Likert- 
type items answered on a four-point scale of: (1) Not at all or did not occur, (2) does 
not bother me very much, (3) somewhat bothers me, (4) bother me quite a lot. Scores 
on the variables ranged Gom a minimum of 1 and maximum of 4. The items were:
1) Family experiencing Gnancial difGculGes.
2) Parents could not afford to get me some of the things I wanted.
3) My parents can never afford to buy me the kind of clothes I want.
[Table 12,13, & 14 About Here]
Item means, and standard deviaGons are presented in Table 12. The principal 
components analysis presented in Table 13 revealed one factor, as there is one
62
eigenvalue larger than one. Therefore, the analysis consisted of a one-factor solution 
on these items to derive the factor loadings and rehabihty statistic for the items 
presented in Table 14. The new variable, "FinStra" is created by converting the data 
6om the variables into z-scores and adding them together. The factor loadings, all 
larger than .60, provide a strong indication that the items presented in the scale 
measure the construct. The reliability analysis for the 'TinStra" scale indicated a 
Cronbach's alpha of .7079. There was a signihcant diSerence in mean scores 
between whites (4.02) and blacks (4.92) on this variable. Whites were significantly 
more likely to report lower levels of family Gnancial strain compared to blacks 
t= -4.01, p ^  .001.
4. Abuse
Abuse (ABUSE) was measured through the use of two Likert-type items 
answered on a four-point scale of: (1) not at all or did not occur, (2) does not bother 
me very much, (3) somewhat bothers me, (4) bother me quite a lot. Scores on the 
variable ranged 6om a minimum of 1 and maximum of 2. The items were:
1) I was physically abused.
2) I was sexually abused.
[Table 15 About Here]
Item means, and standard deviations are presented in Table 15. The variable "Abuse" 
was created by summing the scores on the variables. No signiGcant difference in 




Attractiveness (ATTRACT) was measured through the use of two Likert-type 
items answered on a four-point scale of: (1) not bothered at all, (2) not very much, (3) 
somewhat bothered, (4) very bothered. Scores on the variable ranged 6om a 
minimum of 1 and maximum of 4. The items were:
1)1 think I am not good looking.
2) I feel I am unpopular with the opposite sex.
[Table 16 About Here]
Item means, standard deviations are presented in Table 16. The variable "Attract" 
was created by summing the scores on the variables. No signiGcant difference exists 
between whites (3.56) and blacks (3.24) on the variable when comparing means 
t= 1.37, p > .05.
6. Composite Strain
Given the large number of strain variables, a summary measure of strain was 
created to simplify the analysis of interactions when exploring the relationship 
between strain and constraints to delinquent behavior/personal resources. The 
summary measure (Composite) was created by summing the scores on the measures 
of strain uGlized in the research.
Kev Mediating Variables: Personal Resources 
Masterv
According to Agnew (1992), strain is less likely to engender anger, in turn, 
resulting in decreased involvement in crime and deviance, when feelings of mastery
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are high. Likewise, the theory postulates that strain is less likely to influence 
involvement in crime and deviance througih the mediating effect of negative affective 
states when self-esteem is high. Thus, in this analysis I include measures of both 
mastery (MASTERY) and self-esteem (Self est.) to utilize these constructs in à more 
complete analysis of the main contentions of the theory. Thirteen questionnaire items 
were used to create measures of mastery and self-esteem. The items were run 
simultaneously in a factor analysis, suppressing values below .40. Results of the 
factor analysis for the items using a vaiimax rotation are displayed in Table 19. 
Mastery (MASTERY) and Self-esteem (Self est.) are measured through the use of 
thirteen Likert-type items answered on a four-point scale of: (1) strongly disagree, (2) 
disagree, (3) agree, (4) strongly agree. The items were:
1) There is no way I can solve some of the problems I have.
2) I can do just about anything I really set my mind to.
3) What happens to me in the future depends mostly on me.
4) I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.
5) All in all, Tm inclined to feel that I am a failure.
6) I am able to things as well as most other people.
7) I take a positive attitude toward myself.
8) I certainly feel useless at times.
9) There is no sense in planning a lot -  if something good is going to happen, it 
w ü l.
10) I am responsible for my own successes.
11) My misfortunes are the result of mistakes I have made.
12) I am responsible for my failures.
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13) Most of my problems are due to bad breaks.
[Table 17,18, & 19 About Here]
Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 17. The principal components 
analysis presented in Table 18 revealed two factors, as there are two eigenvalues 
larger than one. Therefore, a two-factor solution is generated for these items. Factor 
loadings and reliability statistic for the items are represented in Table 19. Item 9, 
"There is no sense in planning a lot- if something good is going to happen, it will," 
was dropped &om the analysis due to poor factor loading. The new variable, 
"MASTERY" is created by converting the data 6om variables 3, 10, 11, and 12 into 
z-scores and adding them together. The factor loadings, all larger than .50, provide a 
strong indication that the items presented in the scale measure the construct (see 
Table 19.). The reliability analysis for mastery indicated a Cronbach's alpha of 
.6604. Comparison of groups means revealed that there were no signihcant 
dijSerences between whites (12.94) and blacks (13.12) on the variable t= -.829, p>.05. 
Self-esteem
Self-esteem was measured through the use of six Likert-type items answered on a 
four-point scale of: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) agree, (4) strongly agree. 
Items 5 and 8 were recoded so that high scores on these variables reflect high levels 
of self-esteem ((4) strongly disagree, (3) disagree, (2) agree, (1) strongly agree). 
The items were:
1)1 can do just about anything I really set my mind to.
2) I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.
3) *A11 in all, Tm inclined to feel that I am a failure.
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4) I am able to do things as well as most other people.
5) I take a positive attitude toward myself.
6) *I certainly feel useless at times.
* Items recoded
Means and standard deviations are rqiorted in Table 17. Eigenvalues for these items 
were run simultaneously with the mastery items (see Table 18). The self-esteem 
(SESTEEM) scale was created hy summing the z-scores for the items on this variable. 
Factor loadings for these items are displayed in Table 19. One item was dropped &om 
the creation of the scale because it lowered the reliability. The reliability analysis for 
Self-esteem without item 1 indicated an alpha of .8158. Comparison of group means 
revealed signiEcant differences between whites (19.97) and blacks (21.02) on the 
variable t= -3.063, p < .01. Whites were signiScantly lower on self-esteem than 
blacks in the sample.
Social Sunnort
Agnew (1992) postulates that when higher levels of social support are available to 
the individual, strain is less likely to lead to crime and deviance through its 
relationship to the mediating variable of negative affective states. Therefore, a 
measure of social support is used in this research to evaluate this contention of the 
theory. Social support (Support) was measured through the use of three Likert-type 
items answered on a four-point scale of: (l)never/rarely, (2) sometimes, (3) often, (4) 
almost always, (5) does not apply. Responses of 5 on this variable were recoded to 1 
reEecting that this occurrence has not happened.
The items were: How often do you:
1) Seek advice or conEdence in your parents?
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2) Feel your parents give you care and attention?
3) Feel wanted by your parents?
[Table 20,21, 22 About Here]
Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 20. The principal components 
analysis presented in Table 21 revealed one factor, as there is one eigenvalue larger 
than one. Therefore, the analysis consisted of a factor solution on these items to 
derive the factor loading and reliability statistic for the scale presented in Table 22. 
The variable "Support" was created by summing the z-scores for the items. The factor 
loadings, all larger than .60, provide a strong indication that the items presented in the 
scale measure the construct. Item one was dropped j&om the scale because it lowered 
the rehabihty of the scale. The reliability analysis for Social Support without item 
one indicated an alpha of .8590. Comparison of group means indicated that whites 
(10.29) were significantly higher on social support than blacks (9.68), t=2.493, p<.05.
Agnew (1992) does not hypothesize that all individuals that experience strain will 
be involved in delinquency and crime. Only some strained individuals will turn to 
delinquency and crime. The association between strain and delinquent/criminal 
involvement is theorized to be conditioned by such variables as delinquent peers, 
moral inhibitions, the individual's level of self-control, and personal coping resources 
such as self-esteem, mastery, and conventional social support Results in support of 
Agnew's theory would take the form of significant interaction effects among the 
highlighted variables and strain on delinquent/criminal outcomes. Given the 
limitations of the data, interaction variables were only created for those variables 
measuring personal resources.
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Three interaction terms were created by multiplying the composite strain measure 
by each of the personal resource variables: Self-esteem (Se Int), Mastery (Mast Int), 
and Convention Social Support (Sspt Int.) Three separate regression equations in 
which only one interaction term and its component elements are included along with 
other exogenous variables appear in the results section of this research.
Negative Aflective Emotional Response Variables 
Anger
Strain is related to crime and delinquency through its effects on the mediating 
variable, negative aSective states (Agnew 1992). According to the theory, strain is 
most likely to produce involvement in crime and deviance when it engenders the 
negative affective state of anger in individuals. Thus, in order to examine the main 
contention of the theory of the mediating eSects of negative affect on crime and 
deviance, a variable measuring anger is included in the analysis. Anger was 
measured through the use of three Likert-type items answered on a four-point scale 
of: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) sometimes, (4) almost always. The items were: When 
bad things happen, what do you do?
1) Blow up
2) Take it out on other(s)
3) Take it out on things
[Table 23,24, & 25 About Here]
Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 23. The principal components 
analysis presented in Table 24 revealed one factor, as there is one eigenvalue larger
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than one. The scale "Anger" was created by hrst converting the items to z-scores and 
then snmming the z-scores for the items. Factor loading are presented in Table 25. 
The reliability analysis for "Anger" indicated an alpha of .6858. Comparison of 
group means on the variable revealed that whites (4.92) score significantly lower on 
anger than blacks (5.51), t= -2.509, p<05.
Depression
In explaining crime and deviance as a result of the effect of strain on negative 
affective states, Agnew (1992) opens avenues of examination for the theory to 
explain behaviors synonymous with deviance that may result &om negative affective 
states other than anger. Particularly when examining gender differences in response 
to strain, it has been noted previously that males and females are subject to different 
patterns of socialization that influence the levels of importance they attach to social 
relationships (Broidy and Agnew 1997; see also Sharp et al., 2001) . For females, 
social relationships tend to be expressive and negative relations with others more 
likely engenders feelings of depression rather than anger. For males, relationships are 
more instrumental and negative relations with others tend to predispose them to 
h i^ e r  levels of anger rather than depression. Agnew (1992) also notes that strain 
may engender emotions other than anger that are less likely to result in delinquency, 
including depression. I include measures of both anger and depression in the analysis 
to explore this aspect of the theory. Depression (Depress) was measured through the 
use of two Likert-type items answered on a four-point scale of: (1) never, (2) rarely, 
(3) sometimes, (4) almost always. Scores on the variable ranged 6om a minimum of 1 




[Table 26 About Here]
Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 26. The variable "TDepress" was 
created by summing the items on the variable. Comparison of group means on the 
variable revealed that whites (4.78) were signihcantly lower in depression than blacks 
(5.33) t= -2.56, p < .05.
Dependent Variables
The dq)endent measures used in this analysis tap involvement in a wide variety of 
deviant/criminal behaviors. Given the character of the sample for this research, the 
distribution of the measures related to serious crimes are skewed to the low end of the 
distribution. To account for high levels of variance needed in the analysis of the 
dependent measure, measures were developed that are more appropriate when 
utilizing a college population. The dependent measures in the analysis therefore 
include constructs measuring delinquency/crime and drug use (marijuana). 
Delinquency
Delinquency (DELINQ) was measured through the use of twelve items answered 
either (1) yes or (0) no. Scores on the variables ranged 6om a minimum of 0 to a 
maximum of 1. These items asked, during the past two years did you:
1) Break into a building to look for something to steal or to steal something?
2) Steal or try to steal a motor vehicle?
3) Hit or struck one your parents?
4) Use a weapon to get something 6om a person?
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5) Rim away &om home?
6) Hurt someone badly enough so they needed bandages or a doctor?
7) Damage property on purpose?
8) Steal something worth less than $50?
9) Steal something worth more than $50?
10) Cut school/class?
11) Get in trouble at school for Gghting or violating rules?
12) Gamble illegally on a sporting event?
[Table 27,28, & 29 About Here]
Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 27. The principal components 
analysis presented in Table 28 revealed one factor, as there is one eigenvalue larger 
than one. The eigenvalues provide an indication of the number of underlying factors 
measured by the 12 items. Two rules of thumb may be used to make this 
determination. The discontinuity (scree) test states that the number of factors is equal 
to the number of eigenvalues before the main break. Kaiser's rule states that the 
number of 6ctors is equal to the number of eigenvalues greater than one. Using a 
factor analysis with varimax rotation, the items loaded on one factor. The factor 
loadings on the items are presented in Table 29. Factor loadings below .30 were 
suppressed in the analysis. Items measuring "run away &om home" and "Cut 
school/class" were dropped 6om the analysis due to poor factor loading with the 
other items. The delinquency scale (DELINQ) was created after the factor analysis 
by standardizing the scores on ten items then combining them together. An additional 
item, "Use a wezgxin to get something 6om a person" (Item 4) was dropped 6om the
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scale because the reliability test indicated that the alpha would go up slightly with the 
exclusion of this measure. The reliability analysis for the nine Delinquency items 
indicated an alpha of .6839. Comparison of group means on the variable indicated 
that whites (.6619) and blacks (.7778) did not differ signiGcantly on the variable t= - 
.741, p>.05.
Drue Use
Drug use was measured through the use of one Likert-type item answered on a Sve- 
point scale of: (1) never, (2) once, (3) 2-5, (4) more than 5 times, (5) regularly. Scores 
on the variable ranged h"om a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 5. The variable was 
restricted to marÿuana use and the item asked: How many times in the past two years 
have you used:
1) Marijuana (MARDUA)
[Table 30 About Here]
The means and standard deviations are reported in Table 30. The difference in 
means for whites (1.96) and blacks (1.82) on the variable was not signiGcant t= .835, 
p> .05. Item correlations for the variables utilized in this research are found in Table 
31 of the appendix. A detailed discussion of the variable correlations can be found in 
the discussion section of the research.
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This study will examine General Strain Theory (Agnew 1992) as an explanation 
for the causes of crime and delinquency. SpeciGc efforts will be made in examining 
General Strain Theory to account for racial differences in involvement in crime and 
delinquency. Literature on the connection between race and crime indicates that 
strain theory may be an adequate explanation for involvement in crime and 
delinquency. What is interesting is that diSerent social processes may be at work in 
explaining propensities to engage in crime and delinquency by whites and blacks. 
This research sets out to examine factors consistent with the proposal of Robert 
Agnew in his development of GST, speciGcally focusing on how well the theory is 
designed in explaining the diSerential oGending of blacks and whites.
The important function of the data analysis is to examine the theoretical and 
empirical implications of General Strain Theory proposed by Agnew (1992). Most 
important to the investigator is racial difkrences in response to strain. SpeciGcally, 
what factors are important in understanding the causes of participation in delinquency 
and drug use among blacks and whites? Multiple regression analysis will be used to 





The aim of the present research was to examine strain theory as an explanation of 
criminal/delinquent behavior and drug use. In the research, Grst I regressed measures 
of negative affective states on age, gender, family income, measures of strain and 
personal resources. According to strain theory, strain increases the likelihood of 
negative affective responses, particularly anger. This relationship is believed to 
decrease when personal resources are high. Therefore, I next examine the 
relationship between strain and anger controlling for personal resources. The 
relationship between strain and negative affect, as well as strain and personal 
resources, is theorized to exist in the same way when depression is the dependent 
variable. Included in the analyses are regressions with depression regressed on strain 
and then strain and personal resources to tap this dimension of the theory.
In the second set of analyses, I regress measures of Crime/Dehnquency and Drug 
Use on age, gender, family income, strain, negative affect, and personal resources. In 
this section of the analyses, I explore the main contentions of Strain Theory that strain 
has a positive relationship with delinquency and drug use through its effect on the 
mediating variable of negative affective states (anger). According to the theory, 
strain leads to anger, which then predisposes individuals to crime/delinquency and 
drug use. This relationship is theorized to exist even when controlling for personal 
resources. In separate analyses, I regress delinquency and then drug use on 1) strain 
and anger, 2) strain, anger, and personal resources. The analyses were duplicated
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with depression replacing anger as the negative affective component of the theory. 
The results of the bi-variate correlations and regression analysis are presented below. 
Bi-variate Correlations
Results of the bi-variate correlations of the theoretical variables utilized in the 
research revealed that Age was signifcantly correlated to Gender (-.149), Parental 
punitiveness (.086), Family Gnancial strain (.088), and Attractiveness (-.103) at the 
.05 level of signiGcance. Goal strain (.169), abuse (.134), and social support (-.150) 
were signiGcant at the .01 level. Gender was signiGcaoGy correlated to Family 
Income (-.098), Abuse ((.085), and Attract (.086) at the .05 level of signiGcance. 
NegaGve life events (.119), Anger (-.13), Self-esteem (-.11), Support (.144), 
Delinquency (-.34),and Drug Use (-19) were all signiGcant at the .01 level. Race 
was signiGcantly correlated with Family turmoil (.092), Anger (.109), Depression 
(.111), and Support (-.105) at the .05 level. Family income (-.25), Parental 
puniGveness (.120), Family Gnancial strain (.169), and Self-esteem (.128) were 
signiGcant at the .01 level.
Family Income was signiGcantly correlated with Family turmoil (-.111), Parental 
puniGveness (.092), and AtrracGveness (-089) at the .05 level. NegaGve life events 
(-.12), Family Gnancial strain (-.36), Abuse (-.21), and Support (.179) were 
signiGcant at the .01 level. Goals sGain was signiGcanGy correlated with Family 
turmoil (.110), Financial strain (.195), and Delinquency (.090) at the .05 level. 
AttracGveness (.169), Anger (.158), Depression (.200), Self-esteem (-.38), and 
Support (-.16) were all signiGcant at the .01 level. NegaGve life events were 
signiGcanGy correlated with Anger (.132) at the .05 level of signiGcance. Parental
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pimitveness (.126), Financial strain (.124), Abuse (.148), and Depression (.114) were 
signiûcant at the .01 level.
Family turmoil was signiGcantly related to Parental punitiveness (.433), Financial 
strain (.262), Abuse (.228), Attractiveness (.289), Anger (.216), Depression (.218), 
Self-esteem (-.20), and Delinquency (.160) at the .01 level of significance. Parental 
punitiveness was signiGcantly correlated with Financial strain (.161), Abuse (.181), 
AttracGveness (.210), Anger (.159), Depression (.222), Self-esteem (-.13), Support (- 
.33), and Delinquency (.175) aU at the .01 level. Family Gnancial strain was 
signiGcantly correlated to Abuse (.188), AttracGveness (.130), Anger (.138), 
Depression (.236), Self-esteem (-.12), Support (-.18), and Delinquency (.117) at the 
.01 level.
The data further revealed that Abuse was signiGcantly correlated with 
AttracGveness (.141), Anger (.143), Depression (.156), Self-esteem (-.19), and Social 
support (-.21) at the .01 level. Drug Use was signiGcant at the .05 level. 
AttracGveness was signiGcanGy correlated to Depression (.330) at the .05 level and 
Self-esteem (-.40) and Support (-.13) at the .01 level. Anger was correlated to 
Depression (.146), Self-esteem (-.16), Delinquency (.332), and Drug use (.182) all at 
the .01 level.
Results of the bi-variate analysis for the remaining variables revealed that 
Depression was signiGcantly correlated with Self-esteem (-.27) and Support (-.16) at 
the .01 level. Mastery was correlated with Self-esteem (.299) and Drug use (.140) at 
the .01 level. Delinquency (.099) was signiGcant at the .05 level. Self-esteem 
correlated strongly with Social support (.199) at the .01 level. ConvenGonal social
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support was positively related to Delinquency (.14) at the .01 level and Delinquency 
was signihcantly correlated with Drug Use (.452) at the .01 level.
Hypothesis 1 & Hypothesis 2
In the hrst set of analyses, I tested the contention that strain will have a different 
effect on negative affective states by race. The results revealed that were no 
differences in the effect of strain on negative affect by race. For whites, gender 
(B= -.166, p< .001), negative life events (;B= .106, p< .05), the presence of family 
turmoil ( ^  .137, p< .01), and abuse ( ^  .104, p< .05) were all significantly related to 
anger. For blacks, nothing was significant when regressing anger on the strain 
measures. A comparison of regression coefficients for the respective groups on 
negative life events (t = 1.13, p >.05), family turmoil (t = 1.52, p >05), and abuse 
(t = -.34, p >05) derived &om differences on these variables found in Table 32 
revealed no significant differences between the groups.
When personal resources (self-esteem, mastery, and support) were added to the 
analyses, gender (B= -.190, p< .001), family turmoil (.8= .128, p< .05), parental 
punitiveness (B= .109, p< .05), and self-esteem (8= -.132, p< .05) were signiGcantly 
related to anger for whites. Gender, family turmoil and parental punitiveness 
increased feelings of anger while self-esteem signiGcantly decreased feelings of anger 
for whites. Again, for blacks none of the independent variables were signiGcantly 
related to feelings of anger. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respective 
groups on family turmoil (t = 1.78, p <05, 1-tailed), Parental puniGveness 
(t = .207, p >.05), and self-esteem (t = .29, p >.05) revealed that fannly turmoil was 
signiGcant. Family turmoil had a stronger effect on anger for whites than blacks.
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In the second set of analyses, I repeated the preceding regression, this time using 
depression as the dependent variable. When depression was regressed on measures of 
strain, for whites, goal strain (.8= .103, p< .05), family Gnancial strain (i)= .130, 
p< .01), abuse (5= .095, p< .05), and attractiveness (.6= .287, p< .001) were all 
signiGcant. High scores on the strain measures signiGcantly increased feelings of 
depression. For blacks, only goal strain (.8= .393, p< .05) was signiGcanGy related to 
feelings of depression. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve 
groups on goals strain (t = -1.81, p <.05, 1-tailed), family Gnancial strain (t = .080, 
p > 05), abuse (t = 3.18, p <001, 1-tailed), and feelings of attracGveness (t = .615, 
p >.05) revealed that goal strain and abuse were signiGcant. Goal strain had a stronger 
eSect on depression for blacks than whites. The presence of abuse had a stronger 
effect on depression for whites than blacks.
When variables tapping personal resources were added, family Gnancial strain 
(B= .11, p< .05), attracGveness .252, p< .001), and self-esteem (B= -.125, p< .05) 
were signiGcant for whites. Family Gnancial strain and feelings of unattracGveness 
signiGcantly increased feelings of depression while scores on self-esteem 
signiGcantly reduce feelings of depression. When depression was regressed on strain 
and personal resources for blacks only, none of the independent variables were 
signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve groups on 
family Gnancial strain (t = .59, p >.05), attracGveness (t = .28, p >.05), and self­
esteem (t = .14, p >.05) revealed no signiGcant differences between the groups. 
Findings from the preceding analyses revealed parGal support for hypothesis 1 and 
hypothesis 2.
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[Table 32 About Here]
Hypothesis 3
In hypothesis 3 ,1 explore the relationship between crime/dehnqnency, measures of 
strain, and negative affect. My contention was that there would be differences in the 
role of strain and negative affect on delinquency/crime by race. Results of the 
analysis regressing crime/dehnquency on strain and anger revealed that for whites, 
age (5= -.100, p< .05), gender - .350, p< .001), goal strain .100, p< .05), and 
anger (R= .194, p< .001) were all signiGcantly related in the expected directions (see 
Table 33). Gender, high on goal strain and feelings of anger signiGcantly increased 
the likelihood that the individual would respond with criminal or delinquent coping 
responses. For blacks, again gender (R= -.410, p< .001), goal strain (R= - .347, 
p< .05), and anger (^= .418, p< .01) were signiGcant. Interestingly, goal strain was 
negaGvely related to crime and delinquency. For blacks, feelings of goal strain 
decreased the likelihood of criminal and delinquent responses. This issue will be 
further explored in the discussion secGon of this paper. A comparison of regression 
coefGcients for the respecGve groups on goal strain (t = 1.77, p <.05, 1-tailed), and 
anger (t = -1.59, p >05) revealed that only goal strain differed signiGcantly between 
the groups. Given that the direcGons of the relaGonships were different by race, this 
was not unexpected.
When depression was used as the negaGve aSect vanable, for whites, gender 
(^= -.387, p< .001) and goal strain .107, p< .05) remained signiGcant. For 
blacks, only gender (R= -.452, p< .01) was signiGcant. A comparison of regression 
coefhcients for the respecGve groups on goal strain (t = 1.79, p <05, 1-tailed).
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derived &om differences on this variable found in Table 33 revealed significant 
differences between the groups. Goals strain had a significantly different effect on 
delinquency for whites than blacks.
When both anger and depression were added to the analysis, for whites, age 
(^= -.097, p< .05), being female (^= -.353, p< .001), goal strain (B= .094, p< .05), 
and anger (B= .191, p< .001) remained significant. When both measures of negative 
affect were run simultaneously in the analysis for blacks, being female (5= -.403, 
p< .01), parental punitiveness (^= .332, p< .05) and anger (̂8= .465, p< .001) were 
signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respective groups on goal 
strain (t = 1.78, p <.05, 1-tailed), anger (t = -2.00, p <.05, 1-tailed), and parental 
punitiveness (t = -1.57, p >.05) derived Gom differences on these variables found in 
Table 33 revealed that goal strain and anger were signiGcant. Goal strain had a 
different effect on delinquency/crime for whites and blacks. In contrast, anger had a 
signiGcantly stronger effect on delinquency/crime for blacks than whites.
The results of the analysis revealed partial support for hypothesis 3. The effect of 
strain and negaGve affective states on measures of crime and delinquency differed by 
race. ParGcularly, goal strain and anger differed in its associaGon with 
dehnquency/crime for the respecGve groups.
[Table 33 About Here]
Hypothesis 4
In hypothesis 4, I tested the contenGon that the effect of strain, conGolling for 
negaGve affect and personal resources, on crime and delinquency would differ by 
race. When crime/delinquency was regressed on strain, anger, and personal resources.
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the results revealed that for whites, age (^= .098, p< .05), gender -.368, p< .05) 
and anger (B= .174, p< .001) were signiGcant. For blacks, gender (^= -.319, p< .05), 
parental punitiveness (.5= .361, p< .05), self-esteem (B= .679, p< .001), and anger 
(B= .502, p< .001) were signiGcant (see Table 34). Interestingly, self-esteem was 
signiGcant in a posiGve direcGon. High levels of self-esteem signiGcantly increased 
the likelihood of responding to strain with cnme and delinquency for blacks. A 
comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve groups on parental 
puniGveness (t = -1.90, p <.05,1-taGed), self-esteem (t = -4.40, p <.001,1-tailed), and 
anger (t = -2.63, p <.001, 1-tailed) revealed that they were all signiGcantly different 
for the groups. Parental puniGveness, self-esteem, and anger were related diflerenüy 
to delinquency/crime for blacks than whites. Parental puniGveness and anger had 
greater effects for blacks and self-esteem was posiGvely related again to 
delinquency/crime.
When dq)ression was included in the analysis as the measure of negaGve affect, for 
whites, gender (^= -.404, p< .001) was the only independent variable signiGcantly 
related to crime/delinquency. For blacks, gender (B= -.432, p< .01), parental 
puniGveness .399, p< .05), family Gnancial strain (B= .354, p< .05), and self­
esteem (B= .561, p< .001) were signiGcantly related to crime and delinquency. Again 
self-esteem was posiGve and signiGcantly related to crime/delinquency. The results 
of the analysis tend to support the contenGon of hypothesis 4. Racial differences exist 
in the eGect of strain, negaGve aSect, and personal resources on measures of 
crime/delinquency. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respective groups 
on parental puniGveness (t = -1.73, p <.05, 1-tailed), family Gnancial sGain
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(t = -1.20, p X)5), and self-esteem (t = -3.16, p < .001, 1-tailed) derived &om 
diSerences on these variables found in Table 34 revealed that punitiveness and self­
esteem were signiGcantly different between the groups.
[Table 34 About Here]
Composite Strain and Interaction Terms
When the composite strain measure and interaction terms of composite strain by 
personal resources (self-esteem, mastery, social support) were added individually to 
the analysis, for whites, gender (.8= -.370, p< .001), composite strain (.8= .107, 
p < .05), and anger (8= .178, p< .001) were all signiGcantly related to 
dehnquency/crime. These Gndings tend to support Agnew (1992). The model for 
blacks revealed that gender (8 = -.348, p< .01), composite strain (8 = .570, p <.001), 
self-esteem (8= .794, p< .001, and anger (8 = .422, p< .001) were all signiGcant (see 
Table 35). A comparison of regression coefhcients for the respecGve groups on 
composite strain (t = -3.36, p <001, 1-tailed), anger (t = -2.20, p < 05 ,1 -tailed), and 
self-esteem (t = -5.50, p <001, 1-tailed) derived Gom differences on these variables 
found in Table 35 revealed that they all signiGcantly differed between groups. 
Composite strain, self-esteem, and anger were all more strongly related to 
dehnquency/crime for blacks than whites, with self-esteem having a posiGve 
relaGonship to dehnquency/crime.
When the analysis was repeated using depression, for whites, gender (8 = -.403, 
p< .001), and composite strain (8 = .140, p< .01) remained signiGcant. For blacks, 
gender (8= -.466, p< .001), composite strain (8 = .739, p< .001), self-esteem 
(8 = .695, p< .001, and mastery (8 = -.370, p< .05) were signiGcant. A comparison of
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regression coefGcients for the respective groups on composite strain (t = -3.93, 
p <001, 1-tailed), mastery (t = 2.70, p <001, 1-tailed), and self-esteem (t = -4.40, p 
<001, 1-tailed) revealed signiGcant differences between the groups. Composite 
strain and self-esteem were more strongly related to delinquency/crime for blacks but 
feelings of mastery were more strongly related to delinquency/crime for whites.
[ Table 35 About Here]
When the composite strain and interaction term for composite strain by self­
esteem were added to the analysis with all the other exogenous variables (excluding 
depression), for whites, gender (B= -.370, p< .001) and anger (^= .178, p< .001) were 
signiGcant. The composite strain and the interacGon term were not signiGcantly 
related to delinquency/crime. Interestingly, the effect of the composite strain measure 
dis^peared when the interacGon term was added to the analysis. This suggests that 
self-esteem may have a condiGonal effisct in the connecGon between strain and 
delinquency. For blacks, gender (.6= -.311, p< .01), anger (B= .424, p< .001), and the 
interacGon term (5= 2.50, p< .05) were all signiGcant (see Table 36). Interestingly, 
the interacGon term was posiGve and signiGcant. This indicates that the effect of 
strain on delinquency increases when self-esteem is high among blacks. This Gnding 
is in direct contrast to the theoreGcal relaGonship hypothesized by Agnew (1992). 
According to the theory, strain interacts with the personal resource variables to 
provide constraint to delinquent coping. Strain should interact with self-esteem in 
that strain will have no effect on dehnquency at higher levels of self-esteem. For 
blacks, just the opposite is occurring. The current Gndings tend to support the work 
of Anderson (1990). This will be discussed further in the discussion secGon of the
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present research. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respective groups 
on anger (t = -2.35, p <01, 1-tailed) and self-esteem interaction term (t= -2.19, 
p < .05,1-tailed) derived 60m differences on the variable found in Table 36 revealed 
that both signiGcantly differed between the racial groups. Anger and the interacGon 
term were more strongly related to delinquency/crime for blacks than whites.
When depression was added to the analysis, for whites, only gender (.8= -.403, 
p< .001) remained signiGcant. For blacks, gender, (8= .-.430, p< .001), mastery 
(8 = -.326, p< .05), depression (8 = -.289, p< .05), and the self-esteem interacGon term 
(8= 2.59, p< .05) were signiGcantly related to delinquency/crime. The composite 
strain measure was not signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the 
respecGve groiq)s on mastery (t = 1.13, p >.05), self-esteem interacGon term (t = 1.52, 
p >05), and depression (t = -.34, p >05) revealed none were signiGcantly different 
between the groups.
[Table 36 About Here]
When the analysis was ran with the interacGon term of composite sGain by 
mastery included with the other control variables, for whites, gender (8= -.369, 
p< .001) and anger (8 = .177, p< .001) were signiGcant. For blacks, gender (8 = -.349, 
p< .001), self-esteem (8 = .794, p< .001), and anger (8= .422, p< .001) were all 
signiGcant. The composite and mastery interacGon term were not signiGcant. A 
comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve groups on anger (t = -2.17, 
p <05, 1-tailed), and self-esteem (t = -4.79, p <001, 1-tailed) derived Gom 
differences on these variables found in Table 37 revealed signiGcant differences
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between the groups. Both anger and self-esteem were more strongly associated with 
delinquency/crime for blacks than whites.
When depression was added to the analysis, only gender (.6= -.401, p< .001) 
remained significant for whites. For blacks, gender (^= -.466, p< .001) and self­
esteem (B= .695, p< .001) remained signiGcant. The composite and interacGon term 
were not signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve 
groups on self-esteem (t = -4.36, p <.001, 1-tailed) revealed signiGcant differences 
exists between the groups. Self-esteem was more strongly associated with 
delinquency/crime for blacks than whites.
[Table 37 About Here]
When the interacGon term for composite strain by social support was added to the 
analysis, for whites, gender (5= -.375, p< .001) and anger (̂8= .175, p< .001) were 
signiGcantly related to delinquency/crime. For blacks, gender (.8= -.341, p< .001), 
self-esteem (8= .785, p< .001), and anger (8 = .423, p< .001) were signiGcant. The 
composite and interacGon term were not signiGcant. A comparison of regression 
coefGcients for the respecGve groups on anger (t = -2.22, p <.05, 1-tailed) and self­
esteem (t= -5.43, p <.001, 1-tailed) revealed that signiGcant differences exists 
between the groups. Again, both anger and self-esteem were more strongly related to 
delinquency/crime for blacks than whites.
When depression was included in the analysis, for whites, nothing was signiGcant. 
For blacks, gender (^= -.456, p< .001), self-esteem (8 = .671, p< .001), mastery 
(8= -.387, p< .05), and depression (8= -.296, p<.05) were signiGcantly related to 
delinquency/crime. Again, the composite and interacGon term were not signiGcant.
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A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respective groups on mastery (t = 
2.74, p <001), self-esteem (t = -4.12, p <001), and dq>ression (t = 2.18, p <05) 
revealed all signiGcantly difkred between the groups. Self-esteem, mastery, and 
depression were more strongly associated with measures of delinquency/crime for 
blacks than whites.
[Table 38 About Here]
Hvpothesis S
In the next sets of regression analyses, I analyzed the role of strain, negative affect, 
and personal resources in explaining self-reported drug use. The measure of drug use 
utilized in this research is marijuana use. This measure was used because it is the 
most relevant social construct of drug use typical of a college sample. Therefore, I 
included a measure of marijuana use to assess respondent's self-reported involvement 
in drug use.
In the Grst set of analyses, I regressed marijuana use on strain and negaGve affect 
states (anger and depression). When anger was input as the measure of negaGve 
affect, for whites, gender (^= -.175, p< .001), goal strain (^= .113, p< .05), and anger 
.123, p< .05) were all signiGcanGy related to marijuana use. For blacks, only 
gender (B= -.317, p< .05) was signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients 
for the respecGve groups on goal strain (t = .83, p >.05) and anger (t = .05, p >05) 
revealed no signiGcant differences between the groups.
When depression was input as the measure of negaGve affect, for whites, gender 
(B= -.195, p< .001), goal strain .116, p< .05), and abuse (5= .108, p< .05) were 
signiGcant. For blacks, gender (^= -.333, p< .05) remained signiGcant. A
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comparison of regression coefficients for the respective groups on goal strain 
(t = .60, p >.05) and abuse (t = .45, p >05) revealed no signiGcant differences between 
the groups.
When both anger and depression were included in the analysis, 6)r whites, gender 
-.172, p< .001), goal strain .109, p< .05), and anger (^= .127, p< .05) were 
signiGcant. For blacks, none of the independent variables were signiGcant. A 
comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve groups on goal strain 
(t = .51, p >.05), and anger (t = -.128, p >.05) revealed no signiGcant differences 
between the groups. The contenGon of Hypothesis 5 was that the effect of strain and 
negaGve affect (anger) on marijuana use would differ by race. The results of the 
analysis of the data with respect to this contenGon fail to support the hypothesis when 
the analysis was run separately by race.
[Table 39 About Here]
Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 6 contended that the effect of strain, negaGve affect, and personal 
resources on marijuana use would differ by race. The analysis revealed that for 
whites, gender (^= -.191, p< .05), anger (B= .102, p< .05), self-esteem (.B= -.122, 
p< .001), and mastery (B= .141, p< .01) all had a signiGcant effect. Interestingly, 
mastery operated in a direcGon unanGcipated. Mastery had a signiGcant posiGve 
effect on marijuana use. High feelings of mastery increased the likelihood of 
marijuana use among white males. For blacks, only the variable measuring social 
support (g= .539, p< .01) was signiGcant. Social support networks for blacks 
increased the likelihood of marijuana use. This result will be further explored in the
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discussion section of the research. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the 
respective groups on anger (t = -.403, p >.05), self-esteem (t = -1.85, p <05, 1-tailed), 
mastery (t = 1.00, p >05), and social support (t= -2.33, p <01, 1-tailed) derived from 
differences on these variables found in Table 40 revealed signiûcant di@erences 
between the groups on self-esteem and social support. Self-esteem was more strongly 
related to decreased marijuana use for whites while social support was more strongly 
related to increased marijuana use for blacks.
When depression was included in the analysis as the measure of negative affect, 
for whites, gender -.208, p< .001), self-esteem (B= -.137, p< .05), and mastery 
(.6= .143, p< .01) remained signiGcant. For blacks, social support (B= .522, p< .05) 
remained positive and signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the 
respecGve groups on self-esteem (t = -1.70, p <05, 1-tailed), mastery (t = 1.15, 
p >.05), and social support (t = -2.00, p < 05,1-tailed) revealed signiGcant differences 
between the groups. Again, self-esteem was more negaGvely related to marijuana use 
for whites, and social support was more posiGvely associated with marijuana use for 
blacks. There were no signiGcant differences between the groups in the effects of 
mastery on marijuana use. Findings again siqyport the main contenGon of hypothesis 
6. Racial differences exist in the role of the independent variables in explaining 
involvement in drug use acGviGes.
[Table 40 About Here]
Composite Strain and InteracGon Terms
When the composite strain measure and interacGon terms of composite strain by 
personal resources (self-esteem, mastery, social support) were added individually to
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the analysis, with composite strain entered, for whites, gender (5= -.181, p< .001), 
self-esteem (^= -.125, p < .05), mastery (B= .152, p< .01), and anger (13= .112, 
p< .05) were all sigoiGcant. The model for blacks revealed that only social support 
(5= .397, p< .05) was signiGcantly related to drug use. The composite strain measure 
was not signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve groups 
on mastery (t = 1.39, p >.05), self-esteem (t = -2.21, p <.05,1-tailed), anger (t = -.741, 
p >05), and social support (t= -2.17, p <.05,1-tailed) revealed signiGcant differences 
between the groups. Self-esteem was more strongly related to decreased drug use for 
whites, while social siqaport was more strongly related to increased drug use for 
blacks. There were no signiGcant differences between the groups on mastery and 
anger in the analysis.
When the analysis was repeated including depression, for whites, gender 
(B= -.197, p<.05), self-esteem -.141, p<.05), and mastery (B= .157, p< .01) 
remained signiGcant. For blacks, gender (B= -.331, p< .05) and social support 
(B= .350, p< .05) were signiGcantly related to drug use. The composite measure of 
strain was not signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve 
groups on mastery (t = 1.73, p <.05, 1-tailed), self-esteem (t = -1.98, p <.05, 1-tailed), 
and social support (t = -1.84, p <.05, 1-tailed) revealed signiGcant differences 
between the groups. Mastery and self-esteem were more strongly related to 
marijuana use G>r whites, whereas social support was more strongly related to 
marijuana use G)r blacks.
[ Table 41 About Here]
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When the composite strain and interaction term for composite strain by self­
esteem were added to the analysis with all the other exogenous variables (excluding 
depression), for whites, gender (B= -.180, p< .001), mastery (B= .156, p< .01), and 
anger .115, p< .05) were signiGcant. The composite strain and the interacGon 
term were not signiGcantly related to drug use. For blacks only support (B= .400, 
p< .05) was signiGcant. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve 
groups on mastery (t = 1.34, p >.05), anger (t = .072, p >05), and social support 
(t = -2.22, p <.05, 1-tailed) derived Gom differences on these variables found in Table 
42 revealed one signiGcant difference between the groups. Social support again was 
more strongly associated with marijuana use among blacks than whites.
When depression was added to the analysis, for whites, gender (13= -.196, p< .001) 
and mastery (.8= .160, p< .01) were signiGcant. For blacks, gender, (^= -.325, 
p< .05) and social support (8= .353, p< .05) were signiGcantly related to drug use. 
The composite strain and the interacGon term were not signiGcant. A comparison of 
regression coefGcients for the respecGve groups on mastery (t = 1.68, p < 0 5 ,1-taUed) 
and social support (t = -1.76, p <05, 1-tailed) derived Gom differences on these 
variables found in Table 42 revealed that both were signiGcantly different between 
the groups. Mastery was more strongly associated with marÿuana use for whites, and 
social support was more sGongly associated with marijuana use for blacks.
[Table 42 About Here]
When the analysis was run with the interacGon term of composite strain by 
mastery included with the other conGol variables, for whites, gender (8 = -.185, 
p< .001), self-esteem (8 = -.111, p< .05) and anger (8= .117, p< .05) were signiGcant.
91
For blacks, gender (^= -.285, p< .05) and social support .404, p< .05) were 
signiûcant. The composite strain and the interaction term were not signiGcantly 
related to drug use. A comparison of regression coefGcients for the respective groups 
on self-esteem (t = -2.13, p <.05), anger (t = .614, p >.05), and social support 
(t = -2.17, p <.05) derived Gom differences on these variables revealed signiGcant 
differences between the groups. Self-esteem was more strongly related to drug use 
for whites, and social support was more strongly related to marÿuana use for blacks. 
Anger was not signiGcant.
When depression was added to the analysis, gender (5= -.201, p< .001) and self­
esteem -.129, p<.05) remained signiGcant for whites. For blacks, gender 
(B= -.333, p< .05) and social support .370, p< .05) remained signiGcant. Again, 
the composite strain and the interacGon term were not signiGcant. A comparison of 
regression coefGcients for the respecGve groups on self-esteem (t = -1.94, p <.05) and 
social support (t = -1.82, p <.05) derived Gom differences on these variables found in 
Table 43 revealed signiGcant differences between the groups. Again, self-esteem was 
more strongly related to decreased drug use for whites, and social support was more 
strongly related to marijuana use for blacks.
[Table 43 About Here]
When the interacGon term for composite strain by social support was added to the 
analysis, for whites, self-esteem (J)= -.130, p < .05), mastery (B= .159, p< .05), and 
anger (B= .099, p< .05) were signiGcanGy related to drug use when controlling for 
anger and personal resources. For blacks, only gender (^= -.298, p< .05) was 
signiGcanL The composite strain and the interacGon term were not signiGcant. A
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comparison of regression coefGcients for the respective groups on self-esteem (t = - 
2.38, p <.01), anger (t = -.669, p >.05), and mastery (t = 1.34, p >.05) derived 60m 
differences on these variables found in Table 44 revealed one signiGcant difference 
between the groups. Self-esteem was more strongly related to decreased marijuana 
use for blacks than whites.
When depression was included in the analysis, for whites, genda" -.190, 
p< .001), self-esteem (5= -.146, p< .01), and mastery (jg= .164, p< .001) w ae 
signiGcantly related to drug use. For blacks, genda (B= -.347, p< .05) remained 
sigoiGcant. The composite strain and the interacGon term were not signiGcant. A 
comparison of regression coefGcients for the respecGve groups on mastery (t = 1.60, 
p >.05) and self-esteem (t = -2.16, p <05,1-tailed) revealed one signiGcant diffaence 
between the groups. Again, self-esteem was more strongly related to deaeased 
marijuana use for whites.




Agnew (1992) argued that interpersonal strain predisposes the individual toward 
corrective action which may include involvement in delinquency/crime or drug use. 
He also stated that it may be the case that difïerent types of strain are relevant to 
different subgroups in this process (Agnew 1992). The current research examined 
this contention where subgroups were deSned by race. The results of this study are 
somewhat consistent with the view offered by strain theory (Agnew 1992). General 
Strain Theory predicts that interpersonal strain derived hom negative relations with 
others will affect individual adulations to the social environment (Agnew 1992). The 
adaptation chosen is said to be conditioned by such variables as personal resources 
and emotional response. I examined these contentions when the data were 
disaggregated by race. Interestingly, there were significant differences between 
groups on selected theoretical variables indicating that different types of strain and 
the role of the personal resources significantly differ in their association with negative 
affective states, dehnquency/crime, and drug use for the groups.
The hndings indicated that strain lead to negative affective emotional responses, in 
this study operationalized as anger and depression. In general, the strain variables 
used in this study worked better in predicting negative emotional responses for whites 
than blacks. In the study, I measured failure to achieve positively valued goals with 
the variable goals strain. The loss of positively valued stimuli was measured with the 
variable negative life events. The presence of negative or noxious stimuh was 
measured by including five separate variables, family turmoil, parental punitiveness, 
family financial strain, abuse, and feelings of unattractiveness. For whites, the loss
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of positively valued stimuli, negative life events, and the presence of negative or 
noxious stimuli, family turmoil and parental punitveness, were linked to feelings of 
anger. Depression was most likely when there was the presence of negative or 
noxious stimuli for whites (family Gnancial strain, the presence of abuse, and feelings 
of unattractiveness). Depression was most likely for blacks when there was the 
failure to achieve positively valued goals (goal strain). The personal resource 
variable, self-esteem, signiGcantly reduced the effect of strain on both measures of 
negaGve affect for whites. This Gnding was consistent with the proposal of Agnew 
(1992) on the role of personal resources. Agnew (1992) stated that interpersonal 
strain increases the likelihood that individuals would experience one or more of a 
range of negative emoGons. The Gndings of the present research support this 
contenGon, more so for whites than blacks, although goal strain was signiGcantly 
related to depression among blacks but not whites. This underscores the need for 
further research on this area to more clearly understand the connecGon between strain 
and negaGve affecGve emoGons for AGican Americans. It is highly likely that the 
data did not include measures of strain more likely to create negaGve affect in AGican 
Americans.
hi the research, strain vanables were created to capture the essence of those 
vanables suggested by Agnew (1992). Goal strain in this study was measured as the 
disjuncGon between expectaGons and actual achievements. Agnew (1992) suggests 
that two addiGonal sources of goal strain are also important; the disjuncture between 
aspirations and expectaGons and perceived just and fair outcomes. The limitaGons of 
the data precluded developing measures of these constructs. It is possible that the
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inclusion of these measures might change the associations found for A&ican 
Americans. It may also be entirely likely that the types of strain described by Agnew 
(1992) do not predict negative emotions for blacks. However, the research on 
AAican Americans suggests other types of strain that may be more relevant. Further 
research should be pursued in this area to better understand the connection between 
interpersonal strain and negative affect for blacks.
Future research might focus on measures of strain that tap feelings of just and fair 
outcomes (Agnew 1992; Thomas and Hughes 1986), macro-level variables associated 
with the character of the larger social environment (Agnew 1992), perceptions of race 
relations (Ogbu 1991, 2003), and beliefs about the rules deSning appropriate 
responses to provocations (Anderson 1990, 1999). The medical sociology literature 
notes that feelings of emotional distress among Ahican Americans are highly likely 
when a degree of felt inequity in relationships with others exists. It may be likely that 
a measure of strain that captures feelings of equity or inequity in relationships for 
African Americans might be a more appropriate predictor of negative affective 
emotions for the group. Thomas and Hughes (1986) suggest that even when 
controlling for socio-economic characteristics between whites and blacks, being black 
is still a signiGcant determinant of psychological distress because of the prejudice and 
discrimination faced by blacks despite changes in attitudes and access to social 
resources aBbrded the group over the past forty years. Therefore, perceptions of 
inequity in social relationships may be an important influence on the emergence of 
negative affective states.
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Agnew (1992) suggests that macro-levels variables associated with the larger 
social environment may affect the probabihty of delinquent versus non-delinquent 
coping by influencing the importance attached to selected goals, values, and 
identities. Agnew (1992) notes that among the urban poor, there is a strong emphasis 
placed on economics and status. There is stress placed on achieving these things by 
members of the community, and few alternative goals are emphasized. In such 
environments, the individuals have more difBculty cognitively minimizing the 
importance of such goals and, in turn, experience more distress. Therefore, measures 
capturing the importance of the community emphasis on money and status may be 
relevant for A&ican Americans in understanding negative emotions.
Agnew (1992) also notes that the larger environment may affect the individuaTs 
sensitivity to particular strains by influencing the individual's beliefs regarding what 
is and what is not adverse. According to the subculture of violence thesis, urban 
black males learn at a young age that certain provocations or insults are highly 
adverse. Anderson (1990, 1999) notes that petty public insults among urban black 
males jockeying among one another for status can quickly escalate into violence 
because of the feeling of felt injury or loss of status that may accompany the insult in 
such highly &agile environments. Therefore, measures of felt injury due to insults 
could be important in understanding negative aSect 6>r A&ican Americans.
Ogbu (1991, 2003) argues that feelings about race relations are important in 
understanding A&ican American orientations. According to the argument, the history 
of race relations in American society has led to the evolution of an oppositional 
culture among A&ican Americans that rejects mains&eam values and behaviors.
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Measures capturing the cultural hrame of reference discussed by Ogbu (1991, 2003) 
could be important considerations also when examining the emergence of negative 
affect and its association with delinquency for the group.
Strain theory was somewhat supported when delinquency/crime and drug use 
were the dependent variables although the support was stronger for delinquency. 
Goal strain and measures of the presence of negative or noxious stimuli had 
signiGcant direct effects on delinquency when controlling for anger. It is interesting 
to note that in the Grst regression of crime and delinquency on strain and anger, the 
goal strain variable was negatively related to delinquency for blacks. Goal strain was 
positive, suggesting that failure to achieve positively valued goals was signiGcantly 
more likely to lead to delinquency for whites than blacks. For blacks, this is probably 
a consequence of the research sample. AGican Americans in college are aspiring to 
middle class status and have adopted the values and habits requisite for social 
success. Goal strain is viewed as a natural feature of then social struggle to attain 
middle-class status and therefore is less likely to engender correcGve acGon in the 
form of delinquency/crime.
Another noteworthy Gnding was that the effect of goal strain on delinquency for 
both groups disappeared when the personal resource variables were introduced. This 
Gnding was consistent with Agnew's (1992) suggesGons. The personal resource 
variables mediated the effect of strain on delinquency.
In the study, anger also increased involvement in delinquency net of the effects of 
the other exogenous variables for both groups. It is important to note that when the 
dependent variable was delinquency, the strain model with the inclusion of anger
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worked better for blacks than whites. This indicates that angry emotional feelings 
had a stronger effect on delinquency for blacks. Interestingly, the strain variables 
were not predictors of negative emotions for blacks when anger and depression were 
dependent variables. This strongly suggests a failure to capture the types of strain 
that lead to negative emotions for blacks.
Depression was not signiGcantly related to delinquency/crime for either group. 
The Gndings were consistent with Agnew's (1992) suggesGons. NegaGve emoGons 
other than anger were theorized to be less likely to lead to dehnquency/crime. 
Delinquency is one of many coping responses individuals may exhibit as a response 
to interpersonal strain and its negaGve emoGonal consequence.
Also consistent with the Agnew's assumpGons was the role of personal resources. 
The when the analysis was conducted controlhng for personal resources, strain no 
longer had an affect on delinquency for whites. It is noteworthy that for blacks the 
personal resource variable of self-esteem operated contrary to Agnew's (1992) 
theoreGcal expectaGons. Self-esteem was posiGvely related to involvement in 
delinquency/crime net the effect of the other variables. This will be discussed in 
greater depth later in this secGon.
Also for blacks, the inclusion of the personal resource variables in the regression 
of crime/delinquency on the strain and negaGve affect variables was noteworthy. In 
the model with anger as a measure of negaGve affect, parental punitiveness had a 
posiGve and signiGcant effect once the personal resource variables were inGoduced. 
When depression was used as the measure of negaGve affect, financial strain became 
signiGcant. This lends support to the arguments of Anderson (1990, 1999) and Ogbu
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(1991, 2003). For A&ican Americans, interpersonal strain leads to delinquency and 
crime because of culturally-determined oppositional identities (Ogbu 1991, 2003). 
According to the argument, the identity of A&ican Americans is shaped by the 
rejection of conventional society and behavior and the acceptance of values and 
habits that are in direct contrast (Anderson 1990, 1999; Ogbu 1991, 2003). There is 
also a cultural expectation that as a members of the group, other A&ican Americans 
will support and defend this particular way of life. Thus, among A&ican Americans, 
the community supports involvement in activities that are in d&ect contrast to the 
expectations of the larger environment. Personal resources do not mediate the effects 
of the strain experienced by A&ican Americans in American society. They may 
instead amphfy the need for corrective action geared toward the rejection of 
mainstream values, behaviors, and institutions. Therefore, the Gndings in the 
research that strain and personal resources were positive and signiGcantly related to 
delinquency but negadvely related to each other tend to support the contenGons that 
there may be cultural attributes or cultural Games of reference that are important in 
understanding A&ican American involvement in delinquency and crime.
Finally, it is also interesting that the data reveal that the independent measures of 
strain did not d&ectly predict delinquency as well as the composite measure of strain. 
This Gnding was not unanGcipated. Agnew (1992) argues that the cumulaGve effect 
of strain on delinquency is much stronger than the individual effect of parGcular 
stressors. The staGsGcally signiGcant Gndings for the composite measure of strain 
support this argument. The measure of composite strain had a posiGve and signiGcant 
effect on delinquency/crime across groups.
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The analysis of General Strain Theory on reported involvement in drug use as 
measured by marijuana use also con&rmed some of Agnew's hypothesized 
relationships, although only for whites. Particulary, goal strain, the presence of 
abuse, and anger all predicted drug use in the expected directions. Interestingly, 
mastery for whites operated contrary to Agnew's (1992) theoretical assumptions. 
Feelings of mastery or control over one's hfe among whites increased involvement in 
marÿuana use. This indicates that feehngs of being in control may allow people to 
rationalize their use of drugs. Among Aûican Americans, the personal resource 
variable of social support was positively associated with marijuana use contrary to 
theoretical expectations on the role of personal resources in mediating the effect of 
strain on drug use. Again, according to Ogbu (1991, 2003) and Anderson (1990, 
1999) the culture of A&ican Americans would support behavior such as drug use. 
Therefore it was anticipated that personal resources could operate contrary to the 
expectations of the theory according their studies of the black community.
When the composite measure of strain and the interaction terms of composite strain 
by personal resources were included in the analysis consistent with Agnew's (1992) 
recommendations, the analysis failed to con&rm the hypothesized relationships 
between the variables. Composite strain and anger signi&cantly increased 
involvement in delinquency but not drug use across groups, net of the effect of the 
other variables. Interestingly, for blacks, social support remained positive and 
signiGcant with the inclusion of the composite measure. For whites, mastery 
remained posiGvely related to drug use, while self-esteem was negaGvely related.
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Agnew (1992) argued that strain interacts with the personal resources to reduce the 
eSects of strain on dehnquency/crime and drug use. Interpersonal strain under high 
availabihty of personal resources should have a decreased effect on the dependent 
variable. In the research, the only signiGcant interaction term in explaining 
delinquency was composite strain by self-esteem for blacks. The relationship again 
was contrary to the expectations of General Strain Theory (Agnew 1992). Composite 
strain interacted with self-esteem to increase involvement in delinquency/crime 
although this did not hold true for drug use. All other interaction terms were not 
signiGcant. This is somewhat in keeping with the contenGons of Ogbu (1991, 2003) 
and Anderson (1990, 1999). Personal resources condiGon the impact of strain on 
delinquency by increasing the eGect rather than decreasing the effect. Also of note is 
the fact that the amount of explained variance in the model for delinquency increased 
for blacks with the inclusion of the self-esteem interacGon term. This illuminates the 
need for further research in this area with respect to the uGlity of theory in explaining 
the role of the mediating variables for A&ican Americans.
When comparing the regression coefGcients for the respect groups in this study in 
an aGempt to uncover possible differœces between the groups in the role of the 
independent variables on the dependent variables, the results revealed that signiGcant 
differences exist between the groups on selected variables. For whites, family turmoil 
was more strongly associated with anger, goal strain and abuse with depression, 
feelings of mastery with drug use and delinquency when controlling for composite 
strain, and depression with drug use when controlling for composite stain and the 
self-esteem interacGon term. For blacks, anger, parental puniGveness, self-esteem.
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composite strain, and the self^stean interaction term were all more strongly related 
to dehnqnency/crime. Social support had a positive and signiGcant relationship with 
involvement with drug use for AGican Americans. These Gndings underscore 
Agnew's argument that diSerent types of strain may be relevant for different 
subgroups. The results of the present research reveal that there are different processes 
that are relevant in understanding the difference in propensities to engage in 
delinquency and drug use by whites and blacks. A comparison of the findings with 
respect to their utility in explaining self-reported involvement in delinquency and 
drug use by the respective groups further shows that the component of the theory 
concaning the relationship between negative affect and deviance works better for 
blacks in the sample than for whites. For blacks anger, parental punitiveness, and 
composite strain all showed signiGcantly stronger effects on delinquency and drug 
use for the group compared to whites. However, the measures of strain, when 
considered individually, were better able to predict anger in whites than in blacks. 




Implications and Policy Recommendations
The findings of the current research provide some support of the main contentions 
of General Strain Theory as proposed by Robert Agnew (1992). Strain is related to 
delinquency/crime through negative aSective states. Specihcally, strain has an 
increased effect on delinquency/crime and drug use in the presence of anger. Despite 
these hndings, one thing must be noted. The measures of strain utilized in this study 
were not signiGcantly related to negaGve affecGve emoGons for blacks when the 
analysis was deconstructed to examine the role of strain in the producGon of such 
emoGons. Future research could examine more appropnate measures of strain for 
AGican Americans in attempting to uncover those mfluences appropnate in 
understanding negaGve affecGve emoGons. The work of Elijah Anderson (1990, 
1999) and and John Ogbu (1991, 2003) provides ample infbrmaGon Gom which 
further research on this issue could proceed. Thus, the goal of further research would 
be G)cused on those factors associated with strain among AGican Americans that are 
most important in inGuencing negaGve affecGve states.
In the area of social policy, the current research can be used to tailor social policy 
so that the policies designed to alleviate delinquency/crime accurately reGect the 
causes of such behaviors for respecGve ethnic groiqis. The current research indicates 
that for both blacks and whites, strain derived Gom failure to achieve posiGvely 
valued goals (except for blacks), loss of posiGve stimuli, and the presence of negaGve 
stimuli all increase norm or law-violaGng behavior in the presence of anger. Social 
policy then should be developed and geared toward alleviating such sources of strain
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and lustration or at the least, implemented in such a way that individuals are taught 
to more constructively deal with such problems encountered in everyday life.
Furthermore, social policy geared toward the Ahican American community should 
embrace teaching and training youth to move beyond the "oppositional h-ame of 
refisrence" or "code of the streets" and aspire to become a part of the larger social 
environment. Such training and mentorship of black youth may have a signiScant 
impact on changing their psychological and behavioral orientations to life which 
would lead to decreased emphasis placed on rebellion and more emphasis placed on 
legitimate avenues and opportunities for social success.
Finally, more research is needed in the held of criminology in examining the 
utility of the various theories in explaining collective differences between racial 
groups in involvement in delinquency/crime and drug use. Even though the current 
research lends moderate support to General Strain Theory as an explanation of 
delinquency/crime, it is obvious that within the theory different processes are at play 
in explaining involvement in such behaviors by the respective groups. Further 
criminological research with data disaggregated by race would enhance the 
knowledge of the Geld of criminology by more accurately depicting the variables of 
importance in understanding collective differences in dehnquent/crirninal 
involvement by race. This information could then be subsequently used to further 
implement social policies and the development of community organizations designed 
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Less than 15,000 32 5.60
15,000 to 29,000 52 9.10
30,000 to 44,999 110 19.30
45,000 to 59,999 96 16.80
60,000 or over 264 46.20
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Academic or Career goals (ACGOAL) 







































Parents divorce 1.53 0.93
Loss of a family member through death 2.62 1.17
Loss of 6iend(s) through death 2.03 1.24
Family members moved away 1.82 1.01
I moved away 6om 6iends or family 1.93 1.12
Close hriend(s) moved away 2.14 1.11
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My parents fight a lot 1.45 1.22
My parents blow their tops when I bother them 1.45 .800
My parents argue with each other 1.92 1.02
My parents get cross and angry over little things 1.81 1.02
My parent(s) complain about me 1.48 0.85
Table 7. Principal Component
(FTURMOIL) Analysis
Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance
1 2.959 59.173








Cronbach's alpha = .8167
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My parents were very strict 1.83 0.87
I was not allowed to express my own opinion at 1.47 0.85
home
I was not allowed to go out with some of my friends 1.57 0.90
My parents try to control what I do 1.79 1.00
* Codes are as follows: 4 = very bothered, 3 = somewhat bothered, 2 = not 
bothered very much, 1 = not bothered at all
Table 10. Principle Components
(PPUN) Analysis
Factor Eigenvalne % of Variance
1 2.393 59.832







Cronbach's alpha = .7712
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Table 12. Presence of negative stimnli
Std.
Variables Mean Deviation
Family Financial Strain 
Family experiencing Snancial difGculties 
Parents could not afïbrd to get me some of the things 
I wanted





Table 13. (FFS) Principle Components Analysis
Factor Eigenvalne % of Variance
1 1.933 64.426





Cronbach's alpha = .7079.
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I was physically abused 1.13 0.54
I was sexually abused 1.17 0.64
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I think 1 am not good looking 1.77 0.94
I feel I am unpopular with the opposite 1.76 0.96
sex
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1 T here is no way 1 can solve some of the problems 1 have. 3.18 0.82
2 1 can do just about anything 1 really set my mind to. 3.43 0.59
3 What happens to me In the future depends mostly on me. 3,49 0.59
4 1 feel that 1 am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others 3.5 0.55
5 *AII in all, I'm inclined to feel that 1 am a failure 3.65 0.56
6 1 am able to do things as well as most other people. 3.33 0.6
7 1 take a positive attitude toward myself. 3.21 0.67
8 *1 certainly feel useless at times. 3 0.83
9 There 's no sense In planning a lot - if something good Is going to 
happen, it will.
2.76 0.78
10 1 am responsible for my own successes. 3.42 0.61
11 My misfortunes are the result of mistakes 1 have made. 2.93 0.68
12 1 am responsible for my failures. 3.13 0.58
13 *Most of my problems are due to bad breaks.
* indicates that items were recoded. High scores indicate mastery/ 
self-esteem
2.98 0.63








Table 19. Factor analysis Mastery / Self-esteem 
Items
Variable Factor 1 Factor 2
#
1 1 0.511
2 2 0.625 0.337











Alpha / Mastery= .6604 Alpha/ Self-esteem=. 8158
1 2 0





Seek advice or conûdence in your paraits? 
Feel your parents give you care and attention? 







Table 21. Principle Components Analysis 
(SUPPORT)
Factor Eigenvalne % of Variance
1 2.077 69.249















Blow up 2.07 0.86
Take it out on others 1.40 0.69
Take it out on things 1.50 0.78
Table 24. (ANGER) Principle Components Analysis
Factor Eigenvalne % of Variance
1 1.859 61.972















Cronbach's alpha = .6575
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Break into a building to look for something to steal or to .031 .180
steal something?
Steal or try to steal a motor vehicle? .007 .083
Hit or struck one of your parents? .014 .120
Use a w e^on to get something 6om a person? .003 .059
Run away 6om home? .017 .13
Hurt someone badly enough so they needed bandages .054 .230
or a doctor?
Damage property on purpose? .120 .320
Steal something worth less than $50? .180 .380
Steal something worth more than $50? .065 .250
Cut school/class? .770 .420
Get in trouble at school for ûghting or violating rules? .100 .300
Gamble illegally on a sporting event? .110 .310
Table 28. Principle Components
Analysis
Factor Eigenvalne % of Variance
1 2.919 24.326
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Cronbach's alpha (DELINQ) = .6839
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Marijuana (MARUUA) 1.95 1.41
126
Table 31. Blvarlate CorrelmÜon: of Theoretical Variable#
Variables
(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)
Age 1.00
Gender .149* 1.00
Race .040 -.018 1.00
Income -0.11 -.098* -.25** 1.00
Goals .169** -.077 -.006 -.058 1.00
Negative -.038 .119** .054 -.12** .013 1.00
events
Family .025 .013 .092* -111* .110* .085 1.00
turmoil
Parental .086* .041 .120** .092* .076 .126** .433** 1.00
punish
Financial .088* -.003 .169** -.36** .195* .124** .262** .161** 1.00
strain
Abuse .134** .085* .041 -.21** .048 .148** .228** .181** .188** 1.00
Attract -.103* .086* -.059 -.089* .169** .052 .289** .210** .130** .141** 1.00
Anger .032 -.13** .109* -.005 .158** .132* .216** .159** .138** .143** .086 1.00
Depression -.032 .063 111* -.056 .200** .114** .218** .222** .236** .1 5 6 " .330" .1 4 6 " 1.00
Mastery .051 .069 .035 .005 -.063 .071 -.003 .046 -.007 .074 -.059 .049 -0.013 1.00
Self Est. .012 -.11** .128** .067 -.38** -.060 -.20** -.13** -.12** -.1 9 " -.4 0 " -.1 6 " - .2 7 " 0 .299" 1.00
S. support -.15** .144** .105* .179** -.16** .037 -3Z53 -.33** -.18'* - .2 1 " -.1 3 " -.058 - .1 6 " -0.035 0 .199"
Delinq -.009 -.34** .031 .020 .090* .070 .160** .175** .117** .079 -.006 .3 3 2 " 0.057 0.099* -0.041
MarijUse .019 -.19** -.035 .079 .080 .024 .059 .041 -.031 .102* -.035 .1 8 2 " -0.010 0.140** -0.048
1.00
.1 4 "  1.00
-.017 .452** 1.00
** significant a the 0.01 level
* significant a t the 0.05 level
Table 44. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Marijuana Use on Composite Strain, Negative Affect, Personal
w00
White Black
Age .011 .014 -.047 -.063
(.011) (.014) (-.045) (-.061)
Gender -.491 ***-.542 *-.857 *-.999
(-.171) (-.190) (-.298) (-.347)
Income .061 .070 -.125 -.114
(.050) (.058) (-.130) (-.119)
Composite -.318 -.227 .647 .685
(-.351) (-.251) (.853) (.904)
Self Est *-.067 **-.076 .207 .186
(-.130) (-.146) (.370) (.334)
Soc Spt -.080 -.062 .445 .415
(-.101) (-.078) (.799) (.745)
Mastery **.131 ***.134 -.060 -.113





Sspt Int. .032 .026 -.060 -.057
(.357) (.296) (-.830) (-.793)
R-square .096 .082 .356 .311
p<.05 "p<01 *"p<.001
Table 43. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Marijuana Use on Composite Strain, Negative Affect, Personal






























































































Table 42. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Marijuana Use on Composite Strain, Negative Affect, Personal
wo
White Black
Age .011 .013 -.023 -.037
(.010) (.013) (-.022) (-.036)
Gender *"..516 ***-.562 -.771 * .936
(-.180) (-.196) (-.268) (-.325)
Income .064 .072 -.116 -.109
(.053) (.060) (-.121) (-.114)
Composite -.242 -.129 -.326 -.278
(-.266) (-.143) (-.430) (-.366)
Self Est -.099 -.097 .135 .107
(-.190) (-.186) (.242) (.191)
Soc Spt .016 .018 *223 *.196
(.020) (.024) (.400) (.353)
Mastery **.128 **.131 -.067 -.129





Se Int. .012 .008 .015 .016
(.267) (.185) (.391) (.417)
R-square .094 .080 .339 .297
* p<.05 "p<.01 "*p<.001
Table 41. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Marijuana Use on Composite Strain, Negative Affect, and Personal
w
White Black
Age .008 .012 -.022 -.036
(.009) (.012) (-.021) (-.035)
Gender "*-.519 *-.563 -.788 *-.952
(-.181) (-.197) (-.274) (-.331)
Income .064 .072 -.116 -.108
(.053) (.060) (-.121) (-.113)
Composite .015 .048 .001 .071
(.017) (.054) (.002) (.094)
Self Est *-.065 *-.073 .189 .165
(-.125) (-.141) (.338) (.295)
Soc Spt .021 .022 *.221 *.195
(.027) (.028) (.397) (.350)
Mastery **.124 **.128 -.073 -.135





R-square .092 .079 .338 .295
p<.05 **p<.01 "*p<.001
ww
Table 40. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Marijuana Use on Strain, Negative Affect Variables, and Personal Resources, ( Standardized 
coefficients In parentheses) _____________________________ _ __________________________ __________________________________
White Black
Age -.013 -.009 -.003 .004
(-.013) (-.010) (-.004) (.005)
Gender '-.547 *"-.596 -.695 -.793
(-.191) (-.208) (-.241) (-.275)
Income .046 .054 -.040 -.010
(.038) (.045) (-.042) (-.011)
Goals .045 .046 .024 .009
(.075) (.076) (.038) (.016)
Negevnts .007 .011 -.016 .005
(.017) (.028) (-.040) (.014)
Famll T .011 .017 .016 -.003
(.028) (.044) (.041) (-.009)
PpunMlve .025 .031 -.058 -.052
(.048) (.060) (-.134) (-.119)
Fin Strain -.070 -.084 .193 .231
(-087) (-.081) (.258) (.308)
Abuse .121 .136 .199 .231
(.080) (.091) (.154) (.178)
AOract -.067 -.063 -.237 -.235
(-086) (-.080) (-.284) (-.280)




Self Est '-.063 '-.071 .160 .141
(-.122) (-.137) (.286) (.253)
Soc Spt .034 .039 ".300  '.291
(.043) (.049) (.539) (.522)
M™kry " 1 1 6  ".117 -.031 -.061
(.141) (.143) (-.039) (-.076)
R-square .113 .101 .433 .408
* p<.05 "p<.01 *"p<.001
UJ
w
Table 39. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Marijuana Use on Strain and Negative Affect Variables
( Standardized coefficients In parentheses)
White Black
Age -.022 -.018 -.022 -.064 -.059 -.054
(-.022) (-.018) (-.022) (-.061) (-.057) (-.052)
Gender "'-.502 "*-.557 "*-.492 *-.914 '-.959 -.906
(-.175) (-.195) (-172) (-.317) (-.333) (-.315)
Income .044 .052 .042 .137 .153 .118
(.036) (.043) (.035) (.143) (.159) (.124)
Goals '.068 *.070 *.065 -.031 -.008 -.001
(.113) (.116) (.109) (-.050) (-.014) (-.002)
Negevnts .012 .017 .011 .019 .042 .018
(.029) (.041) (.028) (.047) (.103) (.045)
Famll T .008 .016 .008 .008 -.0005 .014
(.022) (.042) (.023) (.021) (-.001) (.037)
Ppunitive .023 .028 .023 -.133 -.129 -.132
(.044) (.054) (.044) (-.303) (-.292) (-.301)
Fin Strain -.062 -.059 -.060 .066 .110 .072
(-.078) (-.074) (-.076) (.088) (.147) (.097)
Abuse .150 *.165 .149 .025 .051 .013
(.099) (.108) (.098) (.019) (.040) (.010)
Attract -.049 -.048 -.050 -.177 -.161 -.162
(-.063) (-.062) (-.064) (-.212) (-.192) (-.194)
Anger *103 *.106 .109 .121
(.123) (.127) (.157) (.174)
Depress .009 .002 -.073 -.097
(.011) (.003) (-.092) (-.122)
R-square .089 .074 .088 .276 .263 .285
* p< 05 *p<.01 *p<001
Table 38. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Delinquency on Composite Strain, Negative Affect, Personal
w
White Black
Age -.074 -.066 -.169 -.174
(-.089) (-.080) (-.152) (-.156)
Gender ***-.897 -.980 **-1.04 ***-1.39
(-.375) (-.408) (-.341) (-.456)
Income .013 .024 .032 .037
(.014) (.024) (.032) (.037)
Composite .207 .296 .251 .191
(.273) (.390) (.312) (.238)
Self Est -.030 -.035 ***.466 ***.398
(-.069) (-.082) (.785) (.671)
Soc Spt .049 .076 -.054 -.194
(.074) (.114) (-.091) (-.328)
Mastery .030 .036 -.179 *-.332





Sspt Int. -.012 -.018 .019 .037
(-.161) (-.244) (.251) (.491)
R-square .211 .185 .633 .541
* p< 05 "p<.01 *p<.001
Table 37. Unstandardized OLS Regression of Delinquency on Composite Strain, Negative Affect, Personal
White Black
Age -.072 -.063 -.177 -.191
(-.086) (-.076) (-.159) (-.172)
Gender "*-.884 ***-.962 **-1.06 ***-1.42
(-.369) (-.401) (-.349) (-.466)
Income .012 .022 .028 .034
(.012) (.022) (.028) (.034)
Composite .176 .270 .390 .667
(.233) (.356) (.485) (.829)
Self Est -.032 -.039 ***.471 ***.412
(-.074) (-.091) (.794) (.695)
Soc Spt .010 .016 .018 -.049
(.015) (.025) (.031) (-.084)
Mastery .054 .076 -.190 -.302





Mast Int -.073 -.012 .005 -.005
(-.134) (-.231) (.083) (-.088)
R-square .210 .183 .632 .535
p<-05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
Table 36. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Delinquency on Composite Strain, Negative Affect, Personal
Resources and Composite Strain/Self Esteem Interaction ( Standardized coefficients In parentheses)_____
White Black
Age -.073 -.065 -.184 -.198
(-.088) (-.079) (-.166) (-.178)
Gender ***-.886 ***-.996 **-.950 ***-1.31
(-.370) (-.403) (-.311) (-.430)
Income .012 .022 .026 .029
(.012) (.022) (.026) (.029)
Composite .073 .153 -1.77 -1.71
(.097) (.202) (-2.20) (-2.13)
Self Est -.032 -.031 .103 .028
(-.074) (-.072) (.173) (.048)
Soc Spt .011 .019 .029 -.040
(.017) (.029) (.049) (-.068)
Mastery .033 .039 -.134 *-.279





Se Int .0003 -.023 *.103 *.107
(.010) (-.058) (2.50) (2.59)
R-square .210 .183 .683 .590
* p< 05 **p<_01 *p<.001
Table 35. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Delinquency on Composite Strain, Negative Affect, and Personal
White Black
Age -.073 -.065 -.177 -.192
(-.088) (-.078) (-.159) (-.172)
Gender ***-.965 **-1.06 ***-1.42
.886
(-370) (-.403) (-.348) (-.466)
Income .012 .022 .029 .033
(.012) (.022) (.029) (.033)
Composite *.081 **.106 ***.458 ***.594
(.107) (.140) (.570) (.739)
Self Est .031 -.037 ***.471 ***.412
(-.071) (-.086) (.794) (.695)
Social Spt .011 .018 .017 -.049
(.017) (.028) (.030) (-.083)
Mastery .033 .040 -.175 *-.318





R-square .210 .183 .632 .535
* p<.05 "p<.01 ***p<.001
Table 34. Unetandardlzed OLS Regreeelon of Delinquency on Strain, Negative Affect Varlablee, and Pereonal Resources
w00
White Black
Age *-.081 -.074 -.164 -.118
(-.098) (-.089) (-.147) (-.106)
G ender ***-.881 ***-.969 *-.974 **-1.32
(-.368) (-.404) (-.319) (-.432)
Income .012 .021 -.101 -.029
(.012) (.021) (-.099) (-.030)
G oals .036 .038 -.090 -.096
(.072) (.075) (-.134) (-.141)
Negevnt .022 .026 .011 .055
(.064) (.076) (-.026) (.127)
Famli T .020 .027 .074 .021
(.063) (.085) (.175) (.050)
Ppun .025 .033 *.168 *.186
(.058) (.076) (.361) (.399)
FinStra .012 .011 .173 *.281
(.019) (.017) (.217) (.354)
A buse -.030 -.013 .122 .174
(-.024) (-.011) (.089) (.126)
Attract -.042 .049 .012 .053
(-.065) (-.075) (.014) (.060)
M astery .034 .038 -.121 -.259
(.050) (.057) (-.141) (-.303)
Self E st -.037 -.044 ***.403 **.333
(-.086) (-.102) (.679) (.561)
S oc Spt .012 .023 .106 .040
(.018) (.036) (.179) (.068)
Anger ***.120 ***.368
(.174) (.502)
D epress .034 -.195
(.048) (-.230)
R -square .220 .195 .647 .498
* p<.05 *p<.01 *p<.001
Table 33. Unstandardlzed OLS Regression of Delinquency on Strain and Negative Affect
w
White Biack
Age -.085 -.078 *-.082 -.064 -.050 -.037
(-.100) (-.092) (-.097) (-.058) (-.046) (-.033)
Gender *"-.855 ***-.946 ***-.863 **-1.252 **-1.38 **-1.23
(-.350) (-.387) (-.353) (-.410) (-.452) (-.403)
Income .019 .030 .015 -.098 -.056 -.154
(.019) (.029) (.015) (-.097) (-.056) (-.152)
Goals *.051 *.055 *048 *-.236 -.168 -.147
(.100) (.107) (.094) (-.347) (-.247) (-.215)
Negevnt .020 .025 .019 -.057 .068 -.060
(.057) (.072) (.053) (-.132) (.016) (-.139)
Famli T .023 .032 .023 .024 -.078 .043
(.072) (.098) (.071) (.058) (-.002) (.101)
Ppun .032 .038 .031 .152 .165 *.155
(.073) (.085) (.069) (.327) (.354) (.332)
FinStra .026 .022 .020 .131 .256 .150
(.039) (.034) (.031) (.165) (.322) (.189)
Abuse -.026 -.095 -.033 .015 .090 -.018
(-.20) (-.007) (-.026) (.012) (.065) (-.014)
Attract .-.044 -.054 -.056 -.058 -.010 -.015
(-.066) (-.081) (-.083) (-.066) (-.012) (-.017)
Anger ***.137 ***.135 **.306 ***.341
(.194) (.191) (.418) (.465)
Depress .052 .044 -.216 -.283
(.072) (.061) (-.254) (-.33)
Rsquare .222 .193 .225 .459 .367 .527
* p < .0 5 *p<.01 *p < .001
Table 32. Unstandardized OLS Regression of Negative Affect Variables on Strain and Personal Resources Variables
( Standardized coefficients in parentheses)
Anger Depress
White Black White Black
Age 0.03 0.04 -0.022 0.06 -0.047 -0.036 0.09 0.122
(0.029) (0.041) (-0.015) (0.04) (-0.4) (-0.031) (0.071) (0.093)
Gender ***-.574 ***-0.655 -0.435 -0.743 0.157 0.147 0.02 -0.378
(0.166) (-0.19) (-0.104) (-0.178) (0.047) (0.044) (0.006) (-0.105)
Income 0.109 0.1 0.253 0.236 0.102 0.097 -0.164 -0.082
(0.074) (0.068) (0.182) (0.17) (0.072) (0.069) (-0.137) (-0.069)
Goals 0.05 0.02 -0.0009 -0.118 *0.072 0.048 *0.315 0.197
(0.072) (0.032) (-0.001) (-0.128) (0.103) (0.068) (0.393) (0.245)
Negevnt *0.05 0.04 0.201 0.172 0.034 0.039 0.013 0.018
(0.106) (0.096) (0.338) (0.289) (0.07) (0.081) (0.027) (0.037)
Famii T **0.06 *0.06 -0.119 -0.155 0.013 0.009 0.05 0.019
(0.137) (0.128) (-0.205) (-0.267) (0.03) (0.02) (0.101) (0.04)
Ppun 0.05 *0.069 0.03 0.04 0.042 0.031 0.012 -0.016
(0.087) (0.109) (0.052) (0.078) (0.068) (0.05) (0.023) (-0.003)
FlnStra 0.02 0.02 0.332 0.291 **0.12 *0.103 0.107 0.006
(0.024) (0.023) (0.306) (0.268) (0.13) (0.11) (0.115) (0.007)
Abuse *0.191 0.179 0.303 0.248 *0.167 0.128 -0.086 -0.204
(0.104) (0.099) (0.161) (0.132) (0.095) (0.074) (-0.053) (-0.126)
Attract 0.026 0.004 0.045 0.01 ***0.263 ***0.232 0.159 0.184
(0.028) (0.005) (0.037) (0.012) (0.287) (0.252) (0.152) (0.176)
Self est. *-0.083 -0.139 *-0.076 -0.098
(-0.132) (-0.172) (-0.125) (-0.141)
Mastery 0.04 -0.217 0.045 -0.301
(0.041) (-0.186) (0.048) (-0.298)
Support 0.076 -0.06 -0.045 -0.208
(0.79) (-0.083) (-0.049) (-0.299)
R-square 0.112 0.127 0.243 0.298 0.19 0.207 0.337 0.479
p<.05 **p<01 *p<.001
